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INTRODUCTION

X

L)

Tiis review of projects, funded by Title I of the 1965 Tlementary

and Secondary Education Act, -has sought to identify the compenszatory

strategies which appear most effective in meeting the neads of"education-

ally disadvantaged" youngsters. The project was undertaken in July 1970,
as one element in the research conducted by the Title I Task Force,
‘appointed by HEW Secretar; Finch. C.E.P.R. reviewed some 750 evaluations
of Title I projécfs, répresénting a wide spectrum of program types:

urban and rural; preschool, elementary and high school; general

and cuitural enrichment, remedial and drop out prevention. Thé prograﬁs
weire nominated by State Title I Coordin;tors as "sucéeSSful". We'
defined as “successful® any program which met progr;m objectives what-
ever they might be. In an August 1970 memorandum we identified a number
of features common to these programs: typically they were pfescriptive,
highly structured language programs in the primary grades, emphas3zed
small classes andfor individualized instruction and made efforts to
involve parents.

But the August 1970 memorandum was only a preliminary effprt--_‘
the purpose of our work was to probe the question "what works best." -
As a result, we chose to examine in depth rwo compensatory strategies
suggested by our summer review as promising, .ad which drewAsupport
from other investigations: (1) highly structured progr;ms an& (2) par-
-ent involvement. This final report consists of papers f;cusing on

these two issues. 4

The first paper explores the notion that structured, teacher dir-

ected primary grade language programs will be more successful in raising




achievement scores than generalizzd-enrichment programs. _Our pre-

liminary review indicated that programs of this genre were predicfably
more successful in raising achievement scores than the more typical,

loosely strﬁctured general enrichment approaches. Also, a 1968

A.I.R. study repbrted,that‘exemblary programs were-typically teacher

directed and prescriptive, and the preschool literature furnished
some evidence that highly structured programs, with specific emphasis
on language development, are more effective in producing cogniéive

gains for low income children. (Bissell 1970) Similar results are

teported from the Bereiter~Englemarn academic preschool program

(Bereiter 1971). ) -

The hypothesis was investigated by a comparative review of the
evaluations submitted to CEPR, and Sy field visits. We found that
highly structured, ﬁrescriptivé and teacher direcged programs &ere
ext;emely atypical of Title I programs and thus constitute a small
subsample of érojects. However, every such program we-located reported-
a minimum of a month gain on standard éests of verbal ability for
every month of schonl. Resuits of the more typical general enrichﬁent_
?rograms, on the other hand, were highly variables- Whiié a few such
programs, on the other hand, were highly variable. Whil; a few such
programs met the minimum success standgrd of 1:1, most did not,
even in this universe of SEA nominated "successfui" programs. Thus,
although weAmight wish for more data to justify a conclusion that

structured programs are more consistently surcessful than general

" enrichment programs in producing 1:1 gains, we did not find any evidence
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which would lead us fo reject the idea.

While structured programs‘do succeed in raisiné the rate at
which Title I children achieve to th;t ;f'non-TitleAI children,
this accomplishment éaqnot lead us to conclude that Title I "works'.
A 1:1 gain is not sufficiént to eradicate the achieveﬁent level
differences which exist betwéen Title I’gnd mon-Title I students.
Even on the highly effective struétured programs, the achievement of

Title I students usually remains below thﬁt of their more advaﬁtaged

peers., . -

The second éaper reviews the effectiveness of parent Ehvolvement in
compensatory education. The paper does not test an hypothesis but
rather tries to systematically investigate an area about which there are
many opinions but little coherent dat2a. The Great Cities éeport
(Jﬁly 1970) moted that exemplary projects evidence “greater parental
involvément in planning, selection of materials, curriculum and at-home
assistance." All forty of the "best" Great City TitlevI-projects were
seen to concern themselves to some degree with parent involvement.

The theoretical literature of course suggests that the home and the par--
ent are important for theAeducability and achievement of the child and
that, as a compensatory strategy, parent involvement is'promising.

The second paper identifies those models of pa}ent‘involvement
which have been most effective in reaqhing parents and susfaining their
participation. as well as those which seem to fe most effective in

affecting achievement. Survey and other research evidence concefning

the effects of parent involvement of student achievement are reviewed.




Although the original focus of the inquiry was parent involvement in
Title I programs, the dearth of substantive information about parent
involvement in Title I, as weil as thé lack of genuine involvément
of Title I parents, led us to exam;ne other privately anﬁ publicly

sponsored compensatory efforts as well. A review of some 500 Title I

¥ . :
4 projects, a review of the general compensatory literature and field

visits are the basis for this paper,

-

We found consistent evidence concerning the most effective
. ways to reach and involve parents. It seems that successful parent

programs are informal in tone and'structure, are largely parent-

initiated and implementea, and most importént, offer parents concrete,
operational information about their children and what they couid

do to hélp, And while.we were unable to reaéh unequivocal conclusions
concerning the specific effects of parent involvement on achievement,
there is some evidence that parent training prograﬁs, which help
parents learn to be more effective "teachers" in the home, can effect
échievement gaiﬁs. More involvement in school affairs seems not to

have this result. But in some cases, :involvement does influence

rogram structure and policy, and it may have important consequences for
- )

.

the parents themselves.

In the course of our research, a number of issues related to
definition of a "successful" program arose. They were not addressed
by the papers presented here but are worth noting.  For one, the
épendiqg patterns of programs making the most impressive achievement

gains varied from typical Title I program resource allocation. Suc-
——

cessful programs consistently placed highest priorities on purchase
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of direct, instructional services for the child rathe ip~

' ment or other additions to the educationa lant. State Title I admin-

istrators with whom we spnke in California, Connecticut and ﬁinnesota
made similar observations. Connecticut, in fact, has figed,at a very
low level,the per cent of,LEA funds which can (without étringent review)
be expanded on equipme?t. While this may be that these spending pat-

terns reflect the fact that the majority of the "successful" programs

are found in the more affluent districts whose equipment needs,may not

- be as great, it also may be that Title I children receive greater educational

benefits from increased teacher time and attention than from overhead
slide projectors and thellike. And, incidentally, when Title I par~-
ents were queried as to tﬁeir p;eferences concerning resource allocation,
they unanimously opted-for more' teachers and less "frills" or subsid-
iary services. ~

A second and very obvious point is that good programs universally

evidence thorough, comprehensiva planning. There are at least two

requisites to géod pPlanning: sufficient lead time in which to plan,

and informed and competent administrators. The problems attending lack

of lead time~- due to funding uncertainties and application dead:ines--~

are mentioned frequently by program evaluators and administrators, and

are addressed at length by the Great Cities Report. ;

The third point foilows from this-— there is a critical lack
—

of adequate training for teachers and administrators.. This is

perhaps the most crucial shortcoming of present Title I pregrams.
The errors and ommisions made for lack of information, guidance and/or

support are legion. It is common to find that teachers have not been




trained in the methods they are to use, know little about the concepts

underlying compensatory efforts, and lack guidance in their classroom
work. Administrat;rs are often reputable equally at sea. In a training
session for Title I administrators in California, for example, it was .
found that the majority of iocal administrators were anamiliér with
Title I guidelines, felt 'they did not know how to communicate with the
target community,; and lacked the most basic\information concerning com-
pensatory strategies.‘ Further, we were told that a number of ad&inistra~
tors present at the conference were Qnawa;e until they arrived that
tﬁeir's Qere Title I schools.

Fourth, there is doubt that Title I is in fact a "compensatory"
program. If "to compensate" means something more than is typical for(

advantaged children, we suspect that Title I is typically not compensatory.

In most instances, Title I monies merely serve to bring the level of

Ear—,

services for the "educationallz giﬁadxanggéed" closer to _the level

enjoyed by their more advantaged counterparts. If it is true that Title I

is not in fact a compensatory program, then expectations regarding the
outcome of Title I prograﬁs must be revised. Since children must de@onstrate‘
"educational disadvantage"‘before entering Title I programs, =ven if'they
gain at a rate equal to that of non-Title I children (i.e.elzl), a
comparative chart of their growth would show two parallel ;ot converging
lines. What "successful" Title I pfograys have been able to accomplish
is merely to equhlise the resources for these groups; coupensation may

well require more. Perhaps the most we can expect Title I to accomplish

is to retard or stabilize the\rate at which the "educationally disadvan-

taged" are falling behind.
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Finally, it is difficult to learn from Title I evaluations.

" Local and state Titlgilgeyalgationg are tvpically uselegs as_a basis

- \
for scientific conclusions In addition, our

- field visit§ have indicated that local evaluations are often mislead-

ing, and in some instances patently false. Local pPrograms generally
have neither the initiative; interest or expertise to carry out
useful, scientific evaluations. .

If this is true for the exemplary and successful prcgrams
on.which this report is made, it will hold with even greater force
for the rest. This situation seems uniikely to change. There are no
state or federal incentives for improving, local Title I evaluations
and no e&idence of growing expertise or interest at the local level.
In general,‘Title I project evaluation is nothing more than a burden-
some ritual. Conclusions are a formality which must be carried out
to secure fundiug, and in which the form, substance and results are
entirely irrelevant. It is no surprise, then, that we saw little to
indicate that gvaluations have improved in fiwve years of program
operation. This leads us to think that it may be appropriate to re-~
consider federal requirements for the evaluation of Title I. Is it
necessary to have local districts evaluate all Title I programs?
Rather than continue to expand energy and resources on Evaluations
of all programs, might it not be more productive to rechannel thes:
resources into a small number of comgrehensive, detailed evaluations

or experiments? This is not to suggest as a source of new evidence

yet another National impact study. National impact studies, such as

the Westinghouse-Ohio evaluation of Head Start, can provide only
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general assessments of overall prégram effect, and there is no
reason to think that Title I is one Program. The inability of the
federal government to assign controls, require and monitor data collec-
tion and the lack of comparability between programs and measurements
make suspect the generalizations and summary statements. generated
by such studies. More important, national impact studies tell us
little if anything about which specific progéam.strategies are
effective for which students and may "mask" or "bury" what are in
fact effective programs, S . . '

In sum, the problems attenéing evaluation of large scale -
programs of compensatory education are enormous. However, these

matters should be acted on, if we value 1 arning from experience at

all.

- -~ A
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Introduction

To date, most evaluztive research examining large scale compensa-
tory programs has tried to assess the overail impact of compensatory
strategies on a target population. However, as Marshall Smith and Joan

Bisseli - uggest '

«+othe frultful questions for poli.y-makers are probably
not questions of overall effectiveness but ‘questions
concerning the relative effactiveness of diffarent stra-

tegies for carrying out a particular program with vari-
ous p- pulations. (1970). ’

This paper addresses questions of comparztive effectiveness: it con-
trasts and examines two Title I strategies: structure and general
enrichment. Our choice of these curricula approaches was based on
evidence in the preschool literature which indicates that strustured
programs are most effective in producing cognitive gains for iow income
children, on cur preliminary reviaw of Title I which suggested that
"successful" programs are iikely to be structured, and e¢n the fact that
general enrichment -- that is, more of the staudsr school services --
is the most tyéical cocmpeénsatory strategv, Structured programs”;videnge
a high degree of teacher control over a carefully sequenced and prescribed

-

curriculum, General enrichment programs, on the other hand, typically

"enhance" the educational experiénce of Title I children through the addition

of more non-Title I specifié classroom resources or extracurricular
activities such as field trips.

Bissell (1970) studied the effecks of alternative pre-school
program strategies on achievement, She found highl§’structured programs

con~entrating on language and cognitive development were more likely
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to result in cognitive gains for low-income students than programs

designed to provide generalized enrichment. She concluded:

Pre-school programs with general objectives of
fostering cognitive growth, with specific emphasis
on language development, and with teacher directed
strategies that provide highly structured experiences
for disadvantaged children are more effective in
producing cognitive gains than programs lacking
these characteristics. Pre-school pregrams high
on the dimension of quality control, having a well-
trained staff, a high deg-.e of supervision, and

‘. low pupil-teacher ratio, are the most effective
programs in producing cognitive gains. ) ‘

A preliminary review of Title I evaluation by McLaughlin suggested

further examination of the effectiveness of structured Program

. primary grade children:

++.a picture of a successful program...may be
summarized as follows: a reading program in the
elementary grades which provides children with
at least- an hour of special instruction a day
for the academic year: the pProgram emphasizes
diagnostic services, small classes and indivi-
dualized instruction, provides a breadth of
materials and resources, and is staffed bv a sub-
ject area specialist who is assisted by one or
more teacher aides or community volunteers.
(August 1970, CEPR, memo to Richard Hays,
Appendix A)

“for

Drawing upon McLaughlin's review and Bissell's conclusions we hypo-

thesized that:
STRUCTURED, teacher directed primary grade language
development programs will be more successful raising
verbal achievement scores than generalized enrichment
programs. -

This report explores this notion.

- om—— yn




12

Methodology & Data Collection

The hypothesis was explored by an extensive review of Title I
evaluations and field visits. We initially requested that State Title I
coordinators recommend programs of any t&pe which they judged
“successful” in meeting program objectives. In respons; to this request,

we receivzd and reviewed 672‘evaluations from’LEAs in 35 states.
Most projects sent evéluations for the history of their programs —-
usually FY 1965-1970 -~ and most LEA evalnations described at least
3 district programs. While this is not a fandom sample, the sheag
number of evaluations we reviewed leads us to expect that we looied
at a fairly broad samble of Title I programming strategies. Although
a number of structured programs were identified in this process, they
were few relative to the-total sample. Therefore, a letter was sent
to each state coordinator asking him to suggest additibnal structured
programs. (See Appendix B) In this wvay, another 40 evaluations were
collected. These 712 evaluations served as the pool for investigating
the hypothesis: In May, field visits were made to four structured
programs in Wisvonsin and Minnesota.

In our review, we concentrated on program§ with the following

\ .
characteristics: .’

-

1. Primary grades 1,2, and 3 (although grades 4,5 gnd 6 were
not completely excluded);

2. Full year as opposed to summer programs;
3. Language development or reading programs.

For the purpose of our analysis, programs within this group were
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then classified either as structured or general enrichment. We con-
§idered'only those programs coherently reporting achievement gains
frém any measure of verbal ability, explicitly outlining criteria for
student inclusion in the programs and de;ailing enough about student-
teacher interaction to allow a judgment about degree of ' teacher dir-
ections. We found that evaluation quality was a fairly accurate PIOXy
for care in program planning and implemenfation: Thus, programs sub-
mitting confusing or incomplete evaluations were eliminated. ,We were

unable to use approximately 85% of the, evaluations we received,

primarily because program or instructional activity was only sketchily

reported if at all. Structured programs we e defined as-outlining

two or three specific, operational objectives {e.g. raise reading
levels 1:1), evidencihg carefully plannec and sequenced instructions
which was prescribed for each child on the basis of a diagnosis

made at the start of the program. Structured programs are also

highly teacher-directed; the teacher exercises considerable control
over the specific tasks assigned to ea;h child in individualiséd
instruction or small group work. The Guideline.for Reading Teachers ‘
in Grand Island Nebraska Title I schools illustrates well the pregram

methodologies articulated by Structured ‘prog.ams (see Table I) .

wa
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TABLE I ‘ -

GUIDELINES FOR READING TEACHERS IN TARGET SCHOOLS

GRAND ISLAND, NEBRASKA

Treatment must be based on an understanding of the child's instruc-
tional needs. :
A. Diagnose reading problem.

B. Plan an individual reading program.

C. Start instruction at success level.

D. Hit directly at the errors.

Programs should be highly individualized:

A. Instruction should be specific, not general.

B. Instruction should be energetic.

C. Work should be with a small group or an individual.

Remedial instruction must be organized instruction. .

A. Know the expected sequence of word recognition skills and
levels of comprehension.

B. Keep a good cumulative account of child's progress.

The reading process must be made meaningful to the learner.
A. Enable child to develop his needed skills and understand
their usefulness.

B. Make child aware of and help him to understand his difficulty.

Consideration of child's personal worth is necessary.

A. Disadvantaged children usually feel insecure and defeated
in school.

B. Laziness is a symptom, not a disease.

C. The child must be respected so that he can learn to
respect himself. ’

The reading program must be encouraging to the student.

A. Children are discouraged by their own failures.

B. Teachers must be optimistic and positive. .

C. Student must be made aware that he is progressing day by
day, week by week.

D, This reading experience must be pleasant and free from pressures.

Materials and exercises must be suitable to the’child's reading .
ability and instructiopal needs.
A. - Materials must be abundant.

1. Suitable level of difficulty,

2. Suitable in type to meet needs.

3. Materials new to the pupil and on his individual interest
level.

s/ Donna S. Holmes
Director of Reading
Title I ESEA

L N T S
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Approximately 10% of the originai 672 evaluations were structured
programs; 20% of the structured programs (or .02% ;f the original groups),
were evaluated so as to be useful here. °That is, of the 672 original
evaluasions, these were approximatgly 14 structured programs where evalu-
ations included comprehe;siQe descriptions of program objectives, imple-
mentation and outcomeé. Approximately 20 of the second set of 40 eval-
uations were useful, thus bringing the group of structured programs upon

which our conclusions are based to approiimately 34.

A

! In contrast to a structured approach, generalized enrichment pro-

grams have the following characteristics:
1. Multiple programs objectives reflecting attention to the
development of the "whole" child —- e.g. cognitive, af-

fective and physical objectives.

2, Program content based on a general inventory of student grades
level needs, rather than individual diagnosis and prescription.

3. The academic program content is often merely an extension of
typical classroom methodologies.

The text in Table 2 is representative of general enrichment pro-

" granming philosophy and design.




- Table 2

The main aim of the Title I program is to make a
difference in the educational opportunities for 726 educa-

tionally deprived children in seven of the country's elem~
entary schools. : )

The program said it could focus:

A. On reading, writing, spelling,'listenihg and talking so
that the children can progress and benefit form the aca-
demic offerings of the school.

T

B. On their health-so that they may have the physical. and
emotional stamina tn learn to live and live to learn,

. " C. On their acceptance of themselves (and their fel
as persons of worth and respect.

lowmen)

The program outlined the following means by which the‘above objectives

are to be met:

A, Instructional activities—

centered in the language arts

. Five additional teachers to relieve classroom load
« 24 teacher aides ‘

. .Audio-visual technician
+ Instructional materials to provide a multi-sensory approach

i

P N

B, Cultural enrichment-nrovide
1, Experience with art media

2. Feproduction of art masterpieces
3. Recordings of fine music

C. Clothing -on emergency basis only

C. Free lunches -- approximately 500 children

T

E. Health sorvices -- dental and medical—emergené&

' o —

F. Social werk aides-communication between school and parent

A . i e 4 meAS A e W
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Approximately 90% of the original 672 evaluations were general
enrichment. programs; 5% of the general enrichment group was useful to
us &n terms of evaluation quality as well as a focus on cognitive gains.
Only those programs taking éérbal achievement as a primary objectivé
can legitimately be compared to structurgl programs. Thus, the final
group of generalized enrichment progréms which contributed most sub-
stantially to our conclusions numbered about 35.

Before discussing models of structure and generalised enrichment,
a caveat is necessary about the limitations imposed on the study by
the evaluations—with which we worked. Evaluations are done to satisfy.
several different groups of people —- seldom is the researcher on the
top of the list. Evaluations are often political documents as well
as objective analyses of programs, and must be read with that in mind.

The most serious problems presented bv the evaluations, however,
stem from the lack of controls, lack of randomization, and the concom;
itant possible confounding of treatment effects. Teacher diffgrences,
pupil character&stics or other programs/experiences in the school, not_
the treatment itself, may account for post-test gains(see Campbell
and Stanley.(1963) for a full discussion of error in evaluative
research)., For ékample, most Title I evaluations do not make selec-
tion criteria clear. When--as is sometimes the case--children are
chosen for their potential rather tgan degree 'of educational disadvan-
tage, the likelihood of impressive gain scores increases,

It is also worth pointing out that educational disadvantaged and

economically disadvantaged children may not necessarily represent the

R TR
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same population. For example, Robbinsdale, Mingesotg works with the
poorest-achieving 5% of the district school children. Robbinsdale

is a Minneapolis suburb -- one of the first ring -- just outside the
ghetto area of North Minneapolis, which suggests they may be less
economi.ally disadvantaged than those who remain in North Minneapolis.
In fact, about only 750 of the 30,000 students %n the Robbinsdale
district come from AFDC families. To compare Robbinsdale results
with North Minneapolis may be like'compariné applg; and oranges,

Further difficulties arise in that the measures of verbal ability
which have been used by programs are not comparable. ‘Testing
instruments have been cgosen because they are well known, are in vogue,
or because. the district uses them -- not necessarily because they
are sensitive to the éreatment. Also, some systems are developing their
own tests, because they doubt the applicability of the standardiggd
tests available to their program. Such tests are of uncertain validity
and reliabiiity. But programs that have matched treatment with tests
also may have b;tter results than those who do not.

Because we accepted a wide variety of measures, gains of one menth
on one test'cannot be equated with gains of one month on another.
Neither can we easily translate grade equivalent gains into percentage
réturned to regular classes or percentile increases (other measures
often used). It is important to note, then, that "success" is defined
here simply as a "yes" or "no" proposition -—-did the program meet its

own objectives? It is impossible to compare within categories of

structured programs and enrichment programs let alone across them. Designs,
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objectives, and measures are different, and results are reported in a
multiplicity of formats. Also, programs have been in operation for
varying lengths of time, with different staffs and faci}ities.

In sum, although the evaluations make it possible to talk about
trends and possible rglationships, they do not justify making genersliza-
tions with an} confidence, This paper, then, will discuss structured
and general enrichment Programs in terms of similarities and dissimilar-

ities in program implementation and outcome. In this context, the

conclusions presented are educated guesses.

STRUCTURED PROGRAMS

In testing the h}pothesis that structured, teacher directed pri-
mary grade language programs will be more successful in raising achieve-
ment scores than generalised enrichment programs, three models of struc-
tured programs wereiidentified:

1. The dfagnostic clinic

2, Small group work outside the classroom

3. Individually prescribed instruction

All of the structured programs have several features in common:
they are highly teacher directed, emphasize sequenced individual or small
group instruction and employ diagnostic tools to varying degrees. All
structured programs stress in-service training and close supervision of

teaching activities, Strhctured programs articulate clear, well-defined

and operaticnal program objectives.

PO

-




The models also differ in important respects. The Diagnostic
Cl&nic (Model T ) and the Individually Prescribed programs (Model III)
emphasize individualization more than Model II (small group wofk) out-
side the classroom. Model I emphasizes diagnosis more than the others

and is most expensive. The models have the following general characteristics.

MODEL I: THE DIAGNOSTIC CLINIC

(See Appendix C & D for Program examples: Robbinsdale, Minn. & Cleveland, Ohio)

Students are usually first recommended to the clinic by their class-
" room teachers. Once referred, the student undergoes an extensive .battery
of diagnostic tests and is interviewed by the clinic staff. On the basis
of these tests and interviews, an academic prescription is made and the
student begins intensive remedial work (generally 1 hr/day, 5 days a
week) with a reading specialist. Most typically, the student continues
in the clinic until he is reading at grade level. BRecause of the inten-
sive nature of the program, Clinic programs typically report the most
impressive gain scores of all the structured programs. Gains of 3 months
for evefy month spent in the program are not uncommon.

Three points need emphasis. First, Model I Clinic Programs are
expensive, ranging from $800 to over $1000 per pupil. However, there
may be economies in this initial large monetary outlay:-.

While cost per pupil is high relative to other kinds of

expenditures for educational service, overcoming reading

disabilities is of such great value to individual learners

that the expenditures for this service are more than jus-~

tified. Moreover, all but a few of the total cases treated

will not return for further treatment. This maans that while

the cost per pupil is high, this cost is non-recurring for

all but a few cases. (P.6; Summary Report of the Hilo Reading
Clinic for the 1969-1970 School Year, ESEA Title I)

Second, while the clinic programs report very high short-run gains,
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they must be interpreted cautiously, due to lack of controls and longi-
tudinal data, It remains to be seen whether a child who performs well
in the clinic atmosphere will continue t9 do well when iﬁvolvement with
the clinic haé ended and all of his school time is spent in the classr&om.
Third, Clinie programs appear to be less likely than other prog:ams
to "crean" promis{ng students. That is, Clinic programs generally are
gddressed to those students most needing remedi;tion. Cleveland Clinic
takes some students who are less than one year behind the norm on
achievement tests, but 882 of their students are more than a year behind.
The 'most retarded pupils average 1:1 gains: most students to the Cleveland

Clinic achieved at a rate of 3:1. Robbinsdale takes the bottom 5%

of each class and achievers average gains of 1.5-2.1. Ford City, Pennsylvania

has concentrated on éﬁrolling lower IQ students. ‘Program statistics
reported indicate that they are doing so: mean IO at entry has gone

down over the history of the program and gain scores have been corres-

pondingly less impressive. However, the Ford City program still

reports a minimum of a month gain for every month in the clinic program. !
We suspect that most Title I Programs, even of the structured model, }
do not as c?nsistently as the clinic program address tﬂose students j
having the greatest decree of retardation. In view of this fact, the ’ ‘
gains demonstrated by the Clinic Programs seem even more significant.

}ODEL II: SMALL GROUP WORK OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM

(See program examples - Appendices E & F: Minneapolis, Minn. &
Appleton, Wisc.)

In this model, students leave the classrooms for about an hour a

day of intensive work with reading specialists who use a bri d range of




especially selected materials. Within this framework of strong, sequen-
tial’instruction, there is room for much variation. While almost all
Model II progrems employ reading or speech therapists, individual
teachers choose materials according to their own preference —- from
reading machines to comié books. Most Model II programs, unlike some
clinic programs spend.little on equipment, allogating the bulk of

the program monies for teachers. Accordingly, most Model II programs
cost around ?300, the figure established by a number of states as a

"minimum". .

A number of the Model II programs are quite informal in tone, but

nonetheless they are highly teacher directed and sequenced. Further,

most Model II programs have utilized out-of-classroom time as an oppor-
tunity to plan and initiate ncatraditional classroom activities, This,
indeed, may contribute significantly to their success, Taking a child
from the classroom both emphasizes the "special" nature of the program
and provides the child with a fresh start. It is difficult to initiate
a "special" pr;gram within a classroom -- most witﬂin-class programs
_inevitability adopt a general enrichment approach--more of what other
non-Title I children in the class are receiving. However, it should

be noted tha; removing a child from a classroom often causes resent-

_ ment, misunderstandings and lack of cooperation on the part of the
classroom teacher, who may feel that the class is being disrupted or

simply that she is left out. Evaluations of the successful Fairbanks

(Alaska) program point to the dissimination of program information




to regular classrocm teachers as critical to program success. The

most successful Model II programs have made a great effort to include s

the classroom teacher through consultation and in-service workshops.

HODEL 3: INDIVIDUALLY PRESCRIBED INSTRUCTION

IPI, developed and monitored by Research for Better Schools, Inc.

in Philadelphiz is a éarefully sequenced program for individual

learning in reading, math and several other fields. It is funded prim-

arily under Title IIY, ESEA. The system operates with:
~- a specific set of educational objectives;
== organization of materials and rmetheds to attain these objectives;

including a variety of paths for attainment or masterv of any
given objectives;

== procedures for continuing diagnosis of the stucent;
=-individual prescriptions of tasks the pupil is ready tor;
=~ continual evaluation of curriculum and procedures.

Although IPI is in operation in about 50 Title I schools, very

few evaluations are available. We contacted all schools and found that

most initiated the program in the fall of 1970 and had no data. Many

of the programs having results are using IPI math materials, which are

not of interest here. ’

Some scattered results indicate success with the IPI materials.

Bostonia School iu El Cajon, Calif., reports an average gain of 15 months

for 8 months in the program on the WRAT. Bloom Junior High School in
Cincinnati, Ohio, reports an average mastery of 13 IPI units per student.
That compares favorably with the 12.7 units per student gain that RBS

reports from 5, demonstration schools. On the other hand, some of the

evaluations show mixed results. The Intensive Learning Center in




Philadelphia has good and poor results with IPI and every other method
they used. This probably can be explained partially by the confusion
of the first year of operation.

It must be pointed out that IPI is essentially a.Title III (inno-
vative, demonstration) program, and that accordingly it is neither
"compensatory" nor aimed at the "educationally disadvantaged". We include
it here, however, as it exemplifies the extension of Model II to an
entire classroom. As such it may be a viable alternative both to trad-
itional classroom methodologies and geheral enrichment compensatory
strategins, The use of computer facilities to accomplish the daily
"updating" of each student's progress file can make IPI an expensive
program however. Tho§e schools and/or classrooms which have not uitlized .

computers in this way report a per pupil cost around $300. ("Twelve
Stories" -~ USOE)

CONCLUSIONS —~~ STRUCTURED PROGRAMS

The examples chosen to illustrate a styructured approach vere
selected because of program location as well as program effectiveness.
(See Appendices C,D,E,F ) They represent both rural and Iinner-city

programs, We found no evidence to suggest that such differences in

setting require different program strategies. \

Urban and rural differences, if they exist, may well be differences
in "quality control" imposed by size.- That is, the smaller district
can afford to work with fewer children over = longer period of time and

provide greater training and supervision for teachers. Fewer Title I

students means less pressure to provide a little bit for everyone.
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Further, the larger the program, the more difficult it prnbably is to
maintain close supervision and control.l

In the pool of evaluations we reviewed, we found no structured
program that did not show a pupil achievement gain that was either
highly statisticqlly gignificant or equivalent to a one-month gain
for each month in the progr;m. A number of fea;ures appear to be central
to the success of structured programs:

1, Diagnosis for each child. .

2. Careful prescription based on that diagnosis

3. Sequencing of instruction for each child

4; Small group and/or individual work

5. Emphasis on in-service training and close supervision of class-

room activities

GENERAL ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS

(See Appendix G - Denver, Colorado)

Generalised enfichment typifies the Title I approach to compensatory

.

programming and differs from structural curricula on four major

points:
1. Enrichment programs adopt global and/or non-specific objectives:
structured programs articulate specific, cognitive objectives.

2. Enrichment programs do not emphasize diagnosis of student needs.

3. Enrichment programs stress addition of multiple resources —-
music, field trips, more classroom teacher time rather than
the initiation of careful sequencing of specific, instructional
resources called for by diagnostic testing.

4. Enrichment programs often employ classroom teachers; the
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selection and coatinued training of specialists seen in struc-
tured programs is not usual.

General enrichment programs evidence little initiation of new
activities designed specifically for Titie I children, but rather
provide target children with a larger dose of existing reséurces.

When new activities are undertaken they are generally of the fielé trip
or cultural enrichmen; genre. While some generélized enrichment
programs achieve 1:1 gains, some do not. And although most eyaluations
do not describe the instructionaLprocgss well, we suspect that the
most successful general enrichment programs are more structured and

directed than they seem.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The evaluations érovide no evidence to refute the nypothesis that.
structured teacher ‘directed Programs will be more successful in rais-
ing achievement scores than generalized enrichment programs. However,
the quality of program evaluagion and the relatively small number of
clearly structu.red programs don't justify unequivocal support for
the hypothesis. As long as verbal achievement tests are the yard-
stick to measure success of Title I programs, then structure and
teacher direction, oriented to learning those skills measured on
standardised tests will be likely to produce the greatest evidence of
program success.

A number of components of structured programs -- singly or in com-

bination -- may be responsible for program success. First, a factor

which may enhance success of structured programs is practice. Practice
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or repetition is part of all the programs used as examples of struc-~
ture -- the Engelmann-Becker drill, the emphasis on reviewing what
a child already knows, the continued repetition in the clincs. Chall,
for example, found in a comparative study of r;ading strategies that
the amount of time a child spent reading, regardless of reading matter,
determines in large part the level of his reading performance. That
is, it seems to be how much the child reads not what he reads which
most influences his performance. Practice and repetition is facilitated
by the small groups and individual instruction found in structured
programs,

Second, while no magic may exist in reducing class size from 35
to 15, a small group of 4 to 8 may make a difference. A smaller group
may maké more intensive work possible. It also may be that teachers
believe that they can succeed with the small éroup. Conversations
with teachers suggest that both factors operate, but they often emphasized
how much more comfortable they felt in the smaller groups. Third, the
high degree of supervision found in structured programs may contribute.
substantially to their success. Weikart, 1969, for example, found in

a comparatiye study of several different preschool curricula that

regardless of program type, programs which demonstrated strong super-

vision of the classroom teachers consistently reported the greatest
achievement gains.
Fourth, as we noted in our August memo, successful programs

initiate service rather than expand existing resources. By definition,

structuréd programs initiate Title I specific instruction, thereby
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attaining what Heller & Barrett identified "high visibility" as a
component of successful programming . Their distinction is apt: -
" A visible project is one that can be identified as an entity,
separable from the regular, ongoing educational programs in the
school.... Nonvisible projects...are interlocked with the
regular school programs and are generally distinguished only by
the allocation of additional personnel. Frequently, neither the "
additional personnel nor the school staff seem familiar with the
project objective, which are usually not clearly specified. {p. 169)
One final point from thds distinction follows. The specific
operational objectives articulated by structured programs play a
significant part in successful Program’ outcome. "Projects directed
to meeting the clearly defined needs of a specific population will
tend to be more successful in achieving their objectives than pProjects
which seek to effect general improvement for children whose needs are
unspecified." (Heller & Barrett, p. 169) The objectives articulated
by structured programs assume diagnosis of need. Uhen the most impor-
tant needs of a child are defined and made specific, it is movre possible
to develop the objectives, techniques and methodologies for meeting
those needs. It is axiomatic that instructional strategies specifically
related to the needs of the target child and thus tc program objectives
are most likely to lead to success and modifying pupil performance

in terms of stated objectives. Such specificity of design and implem-

entation is the chief characteristic of structured programming.

HOW CAN WE LEARN FROM TITLE I?

Accompanying the rising costs of compensatory education is a growing

concern with evaluating its effects on educationally disadvantaged
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children. Implicit in this concern are two quite different
questions applicable to Title I:
- What impact is Title I having on the nation's educationally

disadvantaged youngsters?

= What specific program strategies have the greatest effect on
- Title I children?

A single evaluation strategy cannot answer both questions. It is
therefore incumbent upon administrators and evaluators to make dec—
isions about the urgency of each question and the import it wijl
have for Title I. If thé aim of evaluation is to enhance the educa-
tional benefits provided for target children by Title I, then even a
cursory survey of Title I program activities make evaluation priorities
cléar. It is patent Lhat the vast majority of Title I programs
"do not work": that is, they do not produce measureable achievement
gains for educationally disadvantaged.children. Further, we have '
observed that, in the history of Title I good programs get better
and unsuccessfdl programs remain - for the mos? part - unsuccessful.
In our review, most programs look in 1970 much like they did in 1965.

One cause of this may be a lack of substantive information
input into local programs. Program administrators with whom we
spoke pointed to the dearth of shared ideas and experiences within
Title I, and to a need for new information and strategies regarding
compensatory programming. Program pianners have limited knowledge of

other Title I projects and find it difficult to obtain suggestions

e anrme s de S




about effective programming. The most Pressing need within Title
I, then, is not an assessment of national impact but identification
and dissemination}of effective compensatory strategies.

We can learn about effective strategies from the type of cross-
sectional review undertaken for this paper; Despite poor quality of
local evaluations, trends and patterns do emerge. For example, as
we found here, programs which fit a structured model seem to be having
more positive effects than other programs. A similar reviéw could
help us begin to answer other questions as well. For example, our
two-fold program classification only grosslv discriminates between
program methodologies; a finer analysis which combines field trips
and evaluation review might help identify specific techniques
which have been especially effective. Or, to take another example,
pPre-service and in-service training emerged in our study as a particu- .
larly important component of successful programming. Since teachers
are the prime educational agent, personnel training strategies-are
an appropriate Area for in-depth investigation. Our review turned up |
little information concerning the use and characteristics of teacher's
aides. We need to learn more concerning the possible and desireable

characteristics of teacher's aides, what they can do, and how teachers

can be helped to utilize aides most effectively. ?

The strength of this kind of research lies in the comparative
.suggestions which result and the idenfification of specific, success-
ful programming techniques. However, the recommendations resulting

from this kind of research are of limited utility. Cross-sectional




research says little about the process of implementing a successful

compensatory program, or about the effects of such a program over
time. For example, although we were able to identify a number of
components which seem important to the success of a structured prog-

ram, we can say nothing about the relative importance of each, the

T

interaction between tbem, or their evolution. What, for example,
attracts and retains talented personnel? How does administrative com-
peténce develop? How are successful techniques refined, modified,

énd strengthened? .

Questions such as these call for a comparative and experimental
longitudinal study wﬂich examinés one objective at a time and contrasts
alternative approaches to meeting that objective. A study of this
nature, similar to thé Planned Variation Study being carried out by
the Office of Child Development, could be taken up within Title I.

Such comparison and analysis of the relative effectiveness of alter-
native strategies over time is perhaps the best vehicle for reach-
ing sound conciusions about what works best.

It also might be useful to develop a new evaluation format for
Title I, wh%ch would make program-wide cross-sectional data available
for planning and decision making. It is reasonable to -assume that thé
multi-t red evaluation system included in the original’ ESEA legislation
reflects an intention that evaluation assist LEAs in planning more
effective programs. However, there has been little leadership at
the federal level to provida sanctions or guidelines to develop the

mechanisms wherby evaluation could provide the information requisite
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to successive program refinement. Presently, local evaluations
merely fulfill reporting requirgments and each project is evaluated

as if it did not exist the year before. Evaluations need to emphasize
and define the sort of information important to program planners and,
in ;rder to bypass t%e pitfalls of non-comparability between programs,
a collaborative evalgation model is necessary. ,

The Belmont project has made a step in this direction. The
Belmqgt program is a cooperative effort between the Council of Chief
State School Officers and USOE to develop a joint reporting,' manage-
ment and evaluation system. The states (27 as of August 1970) which
ﬁelong to the Belmont group use the same reporting systems and feed
their data into a central data bank. The data bank will serve as
a basis upon which programming and policy decisions can be made. Insti-
tutionalization and standardization of program monitoring systems
may in the long run be the most efficiéht way to learn from the pro-
liferation.of program efforts within Title I. The very fact that

3

Title I is not really a national program, but a multiplicity of local

projects, affords rich opportunity to understand how best to design

and implement effective compensatory strategy.
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Selected Structured Programs

Alaska
Fairbanks: Diagnostic and Remedial Reading Clinic
Colorado
Colorado Springs: Elementary Corrective Reading
Florida
Duval County Reading, Education and Diagnostic Services (READS)
Hilo Reading Clinic
Indiana '
Mishawaka Remedial Reading.Prcgram .
Jowa
Spencer Community School District: Corrective Reading
Kansas City: The Keaiing Language Bombardment Project

Michigan

Pontiac: Oral Language Program
Pontiac: Elementary Language Arts

Minnesota

Robbinsdale: District 281 Learning Center Program
Minneapolis: Pyramids Reading Program

Missour:.

Charlestown Remedial Reading

Nebraska

Grand Island: REading IMprovement Program
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New York

Tonawanda Reading Resource Teacher Program

Ohio

Cleveland Reading Improvement Program

Cleveland Diagnostic @linic

Maple Heights: Individu;lised Instruction Program

Oklahoma d

Midwest City-Del City Schools: Reading Laboratory Program

Pennsylvania

.

Hazelton: Remedial Instruction and Service Program

Ford City: Armstrong District Clinical, Classroom and Graphic
Arts Attack on Reading Problems

Utah
Murray City Reading Improvement
Wisconsin

Appleton: CESA {8 ~ Project Disability Prevention

Milwaukee: Language Development Program
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. i : . January 20, 1971

Mr. Louis Xoosis

Chief Administrator’ . :
Compcensatory Education

State h2pariment of Education
Box 420 )
Lonsing, Michigan 43962 ' ot

Dear lr. Koosis:
The Title I Task Force, cheired by Dich V. Neys, Dixoector of

s
Intradepartoental Educstion Affcirs of the U, S. O0fficcoof Fducaticn,
has been evaluating the efiectivenass of Title I programs. As port

.of that continving cffort, we are reviering the evaluztions of Title I

considered succdssful by State Tapartuont, of Educaticn. Your coupli-

. Lot ., " -_ L} . . » « 2 IR I . ) T .9 LR
Ve Watll DUl Avquevl fve Lvnilucivad atvve o vemnda Povvaved gLl snagpana

1uforration.,

Altogether ve have revicied several evaluations frea 30 states and
hope th2t you can suggest rore evaluations of pregrans with scome or a
of the follouirg characteristics; 3) fow (2 or 3) objectives stated in

4!

specific terus, c. g. to raise reading achicwesont s7sres to grade
level; 2) Individeal stodent noeds cavefully acsacscd; 3) prezeripticns
developed to neat those individvalsnoeds) 4) treatnont in snnll groups
or individually; 5) ecphasis on practice; 6) students ore resoved frea
the classroon; 7) & concern with "quali pecial

o

or inservice training erphasizel), o ave
and unsvcgessful prograns that hrye tiese 2

tions and to reczive your reccruendations of preogracs,

If you have evclenticas of such progrews oa hand, we would appreciate
a copy. If it is nacecsary to coatast local aducation egencies for ccpig
of cvaleztions, we can do that, Ve will, of course, pay the cost of cogcyd
ing any evaluations. Thark you for yorr help,

v

Sincerely,

Pavid K, Cohen
Executive Director .

DKQ:f/m




APPENDIX B
August 1970 Memo to Dick Hays, USOE

TITLE I PROJECTS

Two of the reports we have reviewed on Title I and compensatory

education explicitly address the question "What Works?". First, A Studv

of Exzmp

lary Programs for the Education of Disadvantaged Children, prepared

by the American Institute for Research in the Behavioral Sciences (Sept.1968)

examines educational programs for culturally disadvantaged children which

yield measurad benefits in, cognitive achievement. A.I.R. defined "measured

gains" as statistically significantly higher scores on standardized tests

than national norms or controls. The programs selected for inclusion in the

"It Works" series differ widely in degree of program structure,  instructional

methods and use of material resources, but they do have a number of common

features.

All of the preschool and elementary programs focus on language
training or reading, and fully one half of the programs at the secondary
level aim at improving reading scores -=- the remainder focus on math achieve-
ment, Reduced pupil:adﬁlt ratio is stressed at all levels: 7:1 in preschools;
1:1 to 15:1 in elementary grades; "small groups” and "individualized instruc-
tion" at the secondary level. While field trips were included in all grades,
they were central components only of the preschool and secondary programs.

The preschool and secondary programs also emphasized active part;cipation of
adults other than professionals -~ parents and teacher aides ~- whereas the
elementary programs relied almost exclusively on the use of "specialists",

A report submiCted recently to the Office of Education by the Council

of the Great City Schools, Title I in the Great City Schools: An Analvsis of

Evaluative Practices and Exemplary Projects (July 1970)also looks at suc-

cessful practices in compensatory education. Each of the twenty member
school districts of the Council was requested to identify their two "best"

projects; the purposes were to determine attributes common to successful
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prejects, study Title I cvaluation practices, identify special problas
related to evaluation, and make yecommendations for irproving evaluation
practices. We will look at the-Council's conclusions concerning evaluations
in another section of o meio; of spoci;zl interest here is the Coimeil's
narrative swmary of characteristics comson to the “host" programs.  Almest
half of the projects focused on reading in the clowentary years; second in
popularity werc programs dealing with cither preschool cducation or with
high sclxoc;l carcer orienc'af;ion. Project descriptions for the forty 'best"
Great City projects evidenced the following similarities: "objectives for
both cogni.tive an‘d ffective improverent, experienced teachers, parent
jnvolvement, new teaching methods and materials, field trips.’ Characteristics
distinct fé)r projects rated "innovative" were: reduced class sizc, more
intensive staff developrent programs, and greater parental involverent in
planning, sclection of materials, curriculum, and at-home assistance."
Further, "the competence, experience and dedication of teachers was considered
essential in all phases of the study." (pp. 18-23)

While we are addressing the same question (“h"y_:}t Forks'), in this mepo
we have neither ]imit(;d ourselves to programs cvidencing cognitive gains nor
have we confined om" inquiry, to a specific locale. ‘the projects from vhich
\cc..)m\'c collected data were recomrended by their State Dcp:xrtmnfs of Edu-
cation “as having successful experiences in corpensatory cducation. Ye con-
sidered a "successful' program to he simpiy a program in any Jocation ond
of any size that met its /statcd objectives. Turther, ;o.'c did not réquire

J .
that evidence of success consist of gain scoras or other standardized rea-
sures. e wanted the states to be free to recamvend any Title I program

that sceired successful to them,

To date we have reviewed 37 project descriptions fron 13 lstricts

in 5 states -- California, Michigan, New Jerscy, Ohio and Oklahoma. The
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projects span the full spectrum {ron preschool to high school, from romedial
instruction, to cultural cenriclment, to drop-out prevention. From these
! reports a fairly consistent profile of a "successful" Title I progran crerges.
t ' Although it secirs to be a consistent picture, it must be treated as pre-
limihary; the. majority of the material from which we hope to draw a coumposite
} has yet to rcach us.
| Over half of the projects (57%) we received focus'ed_on rcading (in-
cluded under this heading are programs of rermedial reading, language develop-

ment, communication skills, and "nglish as a second language; they all used

gain scores on stand.ardizcd tests to assess the program). f-‘.c;re.dial rathe-
matics was the second most frequent (14%) activity. Ten of the 37 projects
submitted have been eliminated for one of threc rcasons: ecither the data we
received did not include any measures -- statistical or anccdotal -- of pro-
-gram success, or the progmm‘\-:as not wmiformly successful (i.e., it met its
stated objectives, but 'only at one or two grade levels), or the program did
not meet its stated objectives. Our analysis, then, is based on this recduced

collection of prograns. ’

~a

A1l of these claiied to be successful, but the most consistent results
were reporied for the reading pregrams. No project reported an average of

[ 3

less than one ycar's reading gain for one year's work, and most reported

two or three ycars' gain. Although we offer this as evidence of purportzd

success, in most cascs (as we will point out more fully. further on) the

cvaluations are too weak l_to support the clauns. : :
Finally, we should point out that all of the projects discussed belc

provided information for their entire 1ife -- three to five years, and they

all had continuity of progruz,. staff, and advinistration during this pericd.
Thus, 3¢ is an vausually stable eroup in the wniverse of Title I projects.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PROGI:E ACTIVITY )

Since the adoption of Title I in 1965 sore districts have added
entire programs and scrvices they had not previously offecred. Others have .
uscci Title 1 to expand and improve ;s;)eci:zl prograns that were alrcady avail-
ablé. It is worth noting that almost without exception, the programs exmnined
in this reizo have "initiated" scrvices to children and not merely "expanded'!

existing facilities. l\]] of the programs stated both cognitive and affective

N3

objectives, but in most instances only coghit?ve goals were stated in opera-
A Y .o v i

tional texms. G67% of the prograis dealt with rcading skills; ‘'ie remaining

. .

33% offer no clear acitvity, but run the gamut from basic skills through high

- school *“"adjustment'’ programs. .

POPULATION SERVEED

thile the majority of the prograns focus on the clementary grades,
J 4 P Y g

>

a significent mwber extend through hiigh school.- 40% are exclusively ele-
montary; 24% include grades 1-12; 28% serve only high school students and 4%
arc presclicol. T}*e 2 1S inadequate data available to cstimate the clan and
cthnic group cc::rpom tion of the ESEA students. Aithough the students served
-by Title I programs are "educationally disadventaped)' it is not cvident from
the reports whether the stucfsn“cs scléc‘ced were those who showed the greatest
pé_"‘ccﬁt:i al for ipproveront.  Given a popula‘cion of students vho are perforring
‘below grade Il(,vc,l (e.g., Rewark, where the city mean on standardized reading
tests is below the nationzl nons), were the nost proz::iising students chosen for
help? Therc arc some ﬂlC'!t.l( ms that this occaurs.

TURATICH AND INIENSITY OF PROGRA-MING

With the exception of t,.c Macnhostic Reading Clinic in Cleveland, vhich
| s

£

scheduled childien according to the c"*nn,c of tholr reading disability, all
<

of the programs ran for a full acadznic veur (oo ran through the swmwmicr as

- —
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well). The intensity of the Title 1 Prograiming ranged from a low of 40

minutes a day to a high of two hours a day -- the average daily tirme spent
in ESEA classes being one houy, - Host ‘of the programs were conducted curing

regular school hours, taking children out of class activity that paralleled

the Title T class in content. (The ves successful Individualizeg Instruction
y -

Project in Pontiac, Michigan docs not fit into this schema, as it is housed

in a separate facility ang constitutes a complete curriculwn in itself )

-

" PROGRAM TREATMEN C e

Program treat thent -- or type of instruction -- varies more than any
co.1rronent of the sutcessful proonm we examined and defi les quantification.
Also, vhat nay be regarded as "rc1n dlal' or "special” in one district ray be
Part of the regular school curriculum in another, For example, where Cleve-
Jand purchased "talking Bpewriters™, the 1966-7 Newar): cvaluation states
that Title T fimds Were used in large part to ryeplace 25 year old textlools.
Indeed, the only general statement that ray be made about these prograirs is
that they vary cnormously. While most proiccts used specializead facilities
such as reading lszo;“ltorlcs or leaming centers, the range of cquipszent,
-supplies and materials vas broad. Cited most frequently were thc usc of
audio-visual aids (such as 1.;1{)"> rcecorders, overhead pro_]cc_tors, filn strips,
anf.‘ controlled readers), field trips, and a wide ranga of printeg and/or
1.risnal matcriais reflecting the breadth of abilitics present in the class-
roem, and the .ctlmlc cozposition of the cormmmity. The reading prograus
stressed "how much' and not "what" the students read.  They "put ciphasis
on the quantity of reading and tire spent reading, al lowing the student to
choose subjcc'c materia and provided a ng.nult\’ of interesting Laterial on

the cxact Jevel of t.le student® s perforsance.  (The student was) challenged

to spend nore tiye reading than hc had ever donz bo Ffue" (Hermosa Leach).

s
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It was repeatedly noted that "the availability of a wide variety of moterials

makes possible the development of incependence in the child worhing on his
orn level...cnabling every child the cxperience of frequent success." (Fair-

land S.D., Ohio)

Most of the programs nade use of extcnsive diagnostic services in

determining the “'starting point" for individuai students and the materials
appropriate fof the group. (khile "diagx-}ostic" is usually thought to apply
mainly to reading activiti es, it is intercsting that of the math progrom in
our '"successful” gFroup, all used diagnostic tests and services as well).

In this scnse, leaming was prescriptive even il‘; those programs vhich did
not afford individual instraction. While Title I is “institutional" rather
- than individual aid, successful prograus scem to "indivicdualize" the ser-
vices provided by Title I funds,

Although all of the programs explicitly erphasized reduced class si.ze,
not all report pupil:adult ratio. All of the rcading prograss werc headed
by rcading spei:ialists', and rost of the math programs were staffed with
specialists; the méjority made joint use of the regular classroon teacher,
teacher aices, and cormamity volunteers. In general, the Title I class at
the elerentary level had a pilpi]:a lult ratio of about §:1 while 15:1 wes

comon at the secondary level. Pegarcless of group size, all the programs

—~

stress the availability of "individual instruction" or "individualized

attention".

L

TEACHER TRAINING

b ) 5

Teacher training and background may be an important variable in
program success.  As noted previously, subject area expertise was the rule
In the cognitive proprams. Eeyond this, experienced classroom teachers vere

art of the Title T program vhenover h0ssible, previous experience with
i v b

O
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disadvantaged childrea being critical. JTn addition, the majority (8%%) of
programs. conducted corprehensive and regular inservice training sessions for
their staff -- bom prof essional and 1;on—p1'ofcssional.. These sessions vere
utilized to iterate program aims and discuss special problerms or new

tedmiq.ues; they often were structured as "workshops' or sewminars. The
lack of success of the one-shot outside speaker format was men‘;ioncd often.
A nunber of projects provided teachers with the opportunity to. attend special
1
summey institutes dealing with the problems and techniques of coaspensatory
education. Notable, too, is the importance of feedback provided to the
regular classroom teachers as part of their "ecducation". A great cffort was
made to keep regular classroom teachers apprised of the success and problems
of the Title I students in their classes, so that they could sunnort and
reinforce the leaming taking place in the Title I classes. One of the most
frequently cited explanations for poor program results centercd on the issue
f fcedback; the regular classroom teachers did not know what was taking
place in the 'l:it]e I classes .

Although no.f‘ corzon to all of the p':-:ojccts ve exemined, an additional
featurc worth noting is the central position of a “community agent" in
programs serving comr*urutm: wvith a Jarge bi-lingual populatien. In thesc
progrars (e.g., Newark, Clev cland, Perth Arboy, lermosa Beach) the success
of the com mnity agent in working wi h'pa_rcnts vas scen as important -- if
no‘c essential -- to the succe the progra,  The corsunity agents ap-

p')rcm.]y helped teachers -and staff understand co*"-m.muv problems, cnlisted bi-
linpual coremmity aides, and provided parents with in‘{ ormation about the
schoo]{co%*.r-nmity scrvice;s. , and the. like., The commmity agent "frequently
ssists parents to overcome.problerms vhich are not directly rclated to the
child's progress in school bu‘c_.\:'in' ch have a profound effect on the hore and

school eaviromrent.” (Perth Arboy 1968 Title T Evaluation)
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Thus, a picture of successful pmgra':ns supplied by the evidence
‘contained in the project cvaluations nmay be sumnarized as follows: a reading
program in the elenentary grades \’}uch Provides children with at least an
hour of special instruction a day for the academic year; the nrogram cmpha-

sizes dlagho tic services, small Classes and individualized instruction, pro-

V1des a breadth of materials and resources, and is staffed by a subject area

specialist who is assisted by one or more teacher aides or _Cormuni.ty Vo]um.cers.

GENERAIL. OBSERVATIONS -

{

Sevéral other observations come {rom the narrative reports aécompanying
the project evalu;z"cic;ns, which discuss other reasons for program success. The
issue of 'parent involvement", for example, has received increased a attention
of late from legislators and progran directors. Project evaluations sugpest
that parent involvement Per se is not important for Propram success; success
may vary with the type of involvement. There are two ways in vhich disad-
vantaged parents scem to be involved in compcnsatory programs -- in the

plaming process, or in instruction. The e\rnd°an we have scen indicates

that parent Jnvol\ér ent of the first Type alone contributes little to program
success (although it nay have other, or more indirect benefits). Effects on
student perfomance arc oftch seen when parents are directly involved jn the
J.e‘amigg expericnce, either as a classroom aide, or when encouraged and
tr.aincd to assist children 2t home with their school work. Not surprisingly,
the effect of parent involverent is most often scen when pmenm are included
in both plamnirg and instmction. Nany reports noted an c:n‘ly disapnroval on
the part of school staff mm 'ers when parents were involved in 'thesir province"
(c.g., Newark, Pontiac, lermosa Beach).  Without exception, however

those adninistrators and teachers vere rcrf\ ted to now strongly advocate

parent involvement in all ph':sm; of prograwming and to have berun to recyuit
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more participation. In addition to the obvious advantages of a bpi-lingual
parent in bi-lingual classrocas, the horefits most often attributed to parcnt
involvenent were improved school-commmity understanding, and providing
children with a familiar '"'role mod'el" in the classroom. A review of Cali-
fornia programs stated that "once of the most intercsting results {rom the
interviewing of teacher aides (pavents) was information concerning the effect

such experience had had upon cach aide's relationship with her own children,

- - . . ".
upon her sense of identity, status and role and upon her idéas of her pur-

.posc in life. Quitc unifommly, aides felt their work was improving their

relationship with. their own children. Nearly a third of them felt that they

~

were better able to help their children with homework and school problems

and some aides felt that they had becowe more tolerant, more patient and

less critic i ~f their own children." (Compensatory Education in Calif ornia,

1969, po. 12-13)
Or, as noted in the 1968 Newark cvaluation, "one of the most mpressive
aspects of the Title I programs is the extent to which comwnity participa-

tion has been achicved and has contribuited to the school. As a result of

~a—

this, there is greater understanding on the part of the commmmity of the
problems in their scheols. In addition, school persomnel have a better
wnderstanding of how the prob]wcms‘ in their school relate to the conditions
and needs of the immodiate corzumity. Those groups of parents and educators

have less fear of <ach other and have greater appreciation of the contri-

butions cach can make. They have become avare, in other words, that the
3

4 .

probleis of their schools do not exist in a social vacuum,™ (rp. 27-28)

t

tobert less at Stanford recently considered the effect of maternal

behavior on the cognitive performance of children (The Cognitive Fnviron-

ments of Urban Prescheol Children: Follow Un Phase). lless identificd a

muber of variables vhich correlated highly with a child's perforr. wce on

.
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tests of reading resdiness. A {raria‘.)lc he found to correlate rost signi-
ficantly. with performance -- ‘maternal orientation toward the non-family
world" -- may help in understanding these findings on parent involverient.
Hess reports that "the correlation between the mother's activities in the
community and the child's reading attaimment suggests that the mother's
intcp_ration into the instituticns of her commumnity -- her readiness to
confront and engage in exchange with organizations of her neighborhood,

s

provide the child vith incentives, information and learning opportunities, ¢
Thus, initiative of the mother and her .t.cndcncy'to'mcct the environment and -

to enter into interdction with it appears to be an important variable in the

developsent of cducability in the young child." (pb. 11-17) The applica-

bility of Hess's observation is, of course, speculation. It is patent,

however, that traditional means and channels of " coivaunication between horie

and school do not work in most comamities served by Title 7J.
A second observation we would offer is that while class size --
alone -- is not critical to program success, it seems to be important.

Class size cannot produce significant differences but amount of prescrip-
—

-

tive attention msy, and this is ecasier in small classes. Prescriptive

attention :ay néan individualized instruction » Or provision of a highly

- trained subject area specialist to work with small groups using carefully

-

-

selected materials.

We have also observed that success scems to he gccompanied by
narrow, well-defined program objectives that demonstrate a clear relationship
P
between what the program is atteipting to accoaplish, how it will be achicved,
and how the achievement will be measured. An untold mwher of "successful"
programs may be nothing 1ore than a mazc of fuzzy goal descriptions and inap-
i .

propriate success criteris. A clear focus on the Jinkaoe betvecen actual

program activities and actual objectives is crucial. This lack of focus,

- emmos et e
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for cxwiple, contributed to the exclusion of several programs from our stuc?)

The 7th Grade Transition Class in Cleveland, .for example, sct about to "es-

tablish a more stable yet flexible learning environment specifically adopted

. to adjustrment needs." The success criteria, how ver, consisted of pains on

standardized rcading scores, and there was httle in the program design
that could be expected to prcduce such results. Thus, while the nrogram

'd1d report irprovement in the arcas of attendance and school related be-

)

havior, it could not be judged successful by its own criterion.

We had drafted most of this momo \\hen the Great Citics report arrived.

It is 1nte1estmg that their conclusions about "best" programs werc consis-

tent with ours; with the exception of Cleveland, Newark, and possibly

Pontiac, we dealt with different projects. For the most part, our projects

werc Jocated in districts peripheral to the centyal city, or in small citics
or rural arcas. OCnc might expect that a success{ul program in the great

cities \xould reflect the special needs and problepms, and have little rele-

&
+

vance in a smaller district. Apparently, this is not the case.

- Pl
- .
~ .

.~ O
~a

There are many difficultics in as sessing the credibility of the
reported results, and almost all of thcm involve the quality of p) oaoct
cvaluations 'Iyplcally of course, cvaluation is rot considered until a

roject has ‘actually bheen implemented, dnd the design of suitable methods of
J

Poor goal statcments and inadequate
L . .
definitions of project procedures ive many "of the projects no opcrational
proj ¥ g . }

information collection is thus crippled.

meaning that can be measured. There also is a tendency to use one evaluation
design for every project - cven though the instrurent may have little role-
vance to the treatment v: irisble, and to al\.ays report only ])oeluvc effects.,

As a result, a searching 8\"’11)31',101 of ESEA programs is terribly difficult

A i A ¥
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(and probably bmpossible without more data collection), given the diversity
of program descnptmns and results. The five problem arcas ideatified by
the Great Cities report reflect the m.thddologi.cal problems we encountered
in cfforts to cvaluate the validit).' of the yeports we reccived and the
app;oi>r.iétclless of their indicies. Ve present a few of these.
For one, a nurber of the reports use significance tests to support
statistically significant'differences in test scores. llowc\-'cr: the vse of
i ‘ such tests presupposes .the assumptions ipplicit in random sampling -- that
cach nerber of th'e population has an cqual chance of being selected. These
’ requisites are violated in most-instances, as students for vhom data is
reporied constitute a, “clustexr’; thus the tests used arc not appropriate.
Unwarranted assumptions are also made in the use of pre- and post-test
scores to measure vrogram gains. For example, no adjustments are made for

i the shifting 'sa)mlc ' .. student mobility for which meaSL;rcnwcnts are taken;
in comparing pre- and post-test scores it is tacitly assumcd that the char-
acteristics of the progmn drop- oats ‘are identical to the group vhich
remains. But, as the cvaluation of the Cleveland Leaming Lab stated, the
stable' 33% who ryemained in the project were the "atypical participants."
(p.4) Other statistical applications are just plainly in error. Fox

exarple, the Pontiac, Michigan evaluation merely doubled first scmester

.

row

gain scores 'to arrive at academic year gaii scores.
In addition to sanpling and statistical pz‘oblcze'ls; few cva]uat'i.ons
employ meaningful controls or comparisons, against \-:hi:ch to mbasure gains
and intcrprci scores. The California and New Jersey reports, for example,
repularly use national no;‘ms as.basclinc reasures. Post test scores caqual
to or greater than the na-tional nom then constitute a '"successful' prograr

outcore. lowever, such norss controls yield no intra-city comparisons.

Hoss vell are Title J students performing when compared to the average non-Title
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student in his city? In Naw ark, for example, a Title I student could fall
short of the national nom and still be achicving at a higher levcl ﬂmn
the. typical non-Title I student. Conversely, one would expect that in a
more affluent di. strict, Title I gains would have to far exceed national
nons to begin to close the gap between ad\' mtaged ;md disadvantaged
studcnts in that district. Many evaluations even designate the child as

his omn control, reportmg significant d1ﬂ‘crcnceq bet\scen prc- and post-

test scores as evidence of progran succe<5, even though academic growth '

outside of remedial programs is the rule; what we need to determine is what

~ the pre-post test differcnce would have been if the child were not exposed

+

to 'I‘itle. I programs.

*

In swn, fow if any of the pro wans are free from major flaws of
8
sampling, design, interpretation, testing, and data recording. Prograns
that appzar “successful" nay vell be so because of bias or errox in the data

rather than becavse oftheir educational significance. VWhile it is evident

that something is h appcnmy in the Title I progran‘; ve reviewed, the prnm~

3

tive state of the art of c\'aluauon makes it diffi 1cult to Tnow oxactly vhat,

or how much.
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.The Robbinsdale, Minnesota Learning Center has been in operation for

four years. The Center serves 252 students with a staff of thirteen
remedial specialists, an educational analyst and a director. Center
services cost approximately $1000 per pupil; half of tAis sum is
Provided by Title I funds. The Center works with children in grades
2,3, and 4 who have been unable to acquire basic skills.in the class-
room. In addition to amelioratng t?é learning proﬁlems of the’
children, the Centér also is intFnded to be a "positive imitative
example" for the regular teaching staff regarding successful instruc-
tional strategies for children with learning difficulties and a "re-

source center" for the school district, desseminating useful materials,

techniques and innovations in the basic skill areas.

Children are first brought to the attention of the Clinic by the class-

room teacher, who determines that the child needs assistance beyond what
can be provided in the classroom. The school staff - the principal, class-
room teacher, psychologists, social worker and aides - review the

. ‘ -
request and make referral. Once the child has been referred to the

L
!
i
§
!
f
i
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Center, an educational analyst begins to develop a detaileq profile
of the child - his family background, past school histqry. and
_scores on a battery of diagnostic tests. The a?alyst observes the
child in the classroom,.visits his home and talks withihis parents,
- confers with teachers as basis for his recommendation. He m@y
recommend (a) tutoring, gb) enrollment in the learning center,

(c) special education, or (d) return to the classroom with special
assistance fr;m an aide. Clinic personnel report that children who
enroll in the Center consistently rank in the bottom 5 percent of

their regular class.

The chlld's deFai}ed case study is sent to the learning center staff

member who will work with him. Children are bussed to the Center for'
1 1/2 hours of‘instruction, four days a week. A variety of reading .
materials are prescribed. on the basis of the diaggostic tests. Each
staff member works with no more than.fifteen children at any one time.

Four periods a day, each staff member will have only three or four

children in small group sessions.

L —————————. Vo A P W 4
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An analytical file is maintained for each child. The file is updated
continuously, noting the progress of the child, special problems and so
on. wﬁen the child is discharged from the clinic - a decision made jointly
by the specialist and the classroom teacher ~ the file is.available to the
classroom teacher. '

Over- its four years of operation, the Learning Cenfer‘h§s shown a
35 percent discharge rate or a 30 percent rate when readjusted for -"returnees."
Test data reported in the evaluation indicates the Center achieves an average
gain of 1.5 to 2.0 months for every month spent in the Center program.
Evaluations also note that discharged children achieve at a normal rate
when returned to the classroom; teachers rate their*work as "fair" to
"goud" on the avérage; discharged children are no longer assignea té the

lowest reading groups. On an anecdotal level, parents,: teachers and children

3
rate the program as "excellent."

B L e o
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The Clev-land Diagnostic Reading Clinic evidences more narrow objectives

than the Robbinsdale program. The Cleveland program, which serves 362

students at a per pupil cost 6f-$822, focuses specifically on reading
skills. The program, staffed by reading Specia;isté, clinicians and

psychologists, has been in operation for three years. It intends to

improve the reading skills of children with serious reading disabilities;

‘-specifically, the clinic attempts to bring each dild up to a level
appropriate to thgir reading expectancf, which is determined by a
formula which considgrs I1Q, number of years in schooi ;nd grade place-
ment. The dinic employ; two criteria to determine if the child has
reached the expecte& level: (1) at least 50 pefcent indgpendent per-
_ formance by the pupil with materials in use in his regular classroom

and (2) achievement on standardized tests of at least one year within

reading exﬁectancy as determined by grade placement. While working with

A}
)

the child, the clinic also attempts to involve the prent in the child's
remediation and to include the classroom teacher through consultation

and follow-up.




Students enrolled in the clinic have been identified by their teachers

as poor readers. Fifty-two percent of those selected for the program

<

were two or more years below grade level and 36 percent were 1.1 to 1.9

years—below grade level,,AStudentgfﬁpssed to the clinic for an inten-

-—

sive period of diagnostic work. The diagnosis,includes aptitude and

achievement tests, psychological assessment, medical examinations,
sight and hearing amalysis, and speech evaluations. A case ‘history is

also developed from interviews with parents and teachers.

g

The Clinic has evolved three categories of instruction:
- long term: those who need a semester or a year of help

- moderate term: those requiring 2-6 months of remediation

-

— short term: those who require less than 2 months of assistance

Students are lissed to the clinic five days a week for an hour of indiv-

idual or small group instruction. As in the Robbinéd@le Center, a

variety of materials are available for each student in order that his

LY

instruction may be individual and carefully sequenced.

- aer aen
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The Cleveland program has been evaluated using a stratified sample of
fifty. This analysis demonstrated that 42 percent of the pupils
narrowed the discrepancy between their performance levels and expected

reading levels to one year or less. Progress for the most severely

retarded pupils, the long term group, was found to be commensurate
with expected classroom gains of 1:1. The average term pupils made

gains of six months in three months time. Short term pupils gained

six months for every three months of instruction.

pomass « ¥
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The CESA #8 Program in Appleton, Wisconsin, "provides small group, highly

-~

structured work outside the classroom for 150 students. The program is
in its third year of operation, is staffed by seven tutors, five psy-
chologists, two counselors, two speech therapists, three nurses and two

administrators at a per Pupil cost of approximately $500/year. The

s

Program articulates the following operational objectives:

~ Having received one year of Freatment, all‘grade two
participants w?ll exhibit scores at the norm range or
higher on those subtests of the Illinois Test of Psychq-
linguistic Abilities in which each was deficient prior to
said treatment.
Having received the treatment, all grade two participants
will exhibit a numerical change upward of not less than
ten points in each students 1Q, as measured byAﬁhe
Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children.
Having received the treatment, all grade two participants

will exhibit a 20 percent or higher degree .f academic

skill improvement in the areas of reading, language and




e

-

arithmetic as measured by the.Wide Range Achievement Test.

1

The program lists twelve criteria for teachers to observe; teachers are

asked to refer if three or more are present. Criteria range from
1 1 .

.
¥

inadequate classroom performance, social maladjustment, speech defects,

cultural or economic disadvantage to presence of an older sibling in the

-

school who has had learning or social problems. The students referred

are tested using the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts. Results are discussed

with staff psychologists and classroom teachers and parents are consulted

for permission to enroll their child in the program. The program tries

-

to identify children with difficulties at the K level; this selection

process, in fﬁguobinion of the staff, is the most difficult problem‘

faced by CESA #8.

CESA #3 employs.an Englemann—-Becker curr;cuium, é highly structured
drill in reaé&ng, language and arithmetic. Individual prescriptions

~ {
afe made up?n the bgsis of the diagnostic tests and within the limits
of Titlé I funds an& éhe Engle-Becker maserials; children are instructed

in groups of five outside their regular classroom for either two half

hour sessions or one hour session daily. CESA staff members spend

g A
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additional time with the classroom teachers. Resentment of the class-
room teachers concerning the materials availaﬁle to the special staff
and taking the child outside the classroom has presented problems for.

the program. Classroom teachers also express some sképtibism concern-

1}

ing the efficacy of the curriculum strategy. One of the more controver-

sial aspects of this program is the concept. of rewards for the children.

Raisins and cereal ahd occassionéily token gifts are used by the CESA

staff to acknowledge good performance.

An evaluation was gade of the performance of Grade 2 students in the
program. On the ITPA, students shoyed an average pre-post test gain
of 15.4 points, significant at the .00l level. On the WISC, there was
an average gain of 5.84, also significant at the .001 level. Students
gained 18.89 points on the average on the WRAT, again significant at

the .001 level. . .

1

The CESA project has made an attempt to provide longitudinal information

for their Title I project. The 1970-71 design includes a study of

1

project students n'w in the third grade who have been matched with non-~

project grade students on age, sex and classroom teacher. This study is




désigned to determine if project students do as well or better than non-
Title I students after completing the program, At -the end of the first
semester, data indicate that 65 percent of the project pupils received -

‘grades as high or higher than students not enrolled in the program.




APPENDIX F

The Milwaukee Language Development Program serving 928 students with

a staff of thirteen language therapists, one supervisor and a ‘director

at a per pupil cost of $258 has been successful in implementing small

group work outside the classroom on a much larger scale than the

Appleton program. Three objectives were stated and evaluated for the

1969-1970 fiscal year. First, that kindergarten pupils, exhibiting

'

an oral language deficit, will perform as well as or better than
similar non-project kindergarten children on the PPVT and on classroom
teacher ratings of verbal aﬁility. Second, project pupils will signifi-

-

cantly increase their perceptual-verbal language skill when measured

by the PPVT and the Milwaukee Public Schools Language Development

Scale. Third, the three alternative methods of oral language’ training

used with grades one and two will differ significantly’in effectiveness

!
/

when measured by the Am#ons Quick Test and the Milwaukee Scale.
|

!
/

¢

'
{
!

Selection for theprojiét is made on the basis of classroom teacher
‘ /

$

recommendations. Thqfapists administer articulation tests to the

'
/

/
children and also ﬁbjectively evaluate their language ability. Students
i g

~t
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" are grouped either heterogeneously according to tested ability or according

to specific problems. Each therapist worked with five groups of

six to eight students each day - one hour with each group. A

~

variety of methods are used and preséribed according to the needs of

\ V
the children. Children participate in the program for only one semes-

ter, with the exception of one group of eight which continues through
the school year. Administrators told us that the pressure to sérve
large numbers of children prevent them from concentrating services.

over a longer period of time.

g

Program evaluators found no significant differences between project.
and non-project children at the end of treatment, The first objective
was met, then, in,thgt the experimental children performed as well

'(although not better than) the control groups. Post test measures

were adjusted 'by covariance to correct for several initial differences

between'the experimental and control groups. Post test measures
were adjusted by covariance to correct for several initial différences
between the experimental and control groups. The second objective

was also met in that the experimental children performed significantly




s
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better than the control children on the Milwaukee tests.

Objective three was not met. Pupils in all three curriculavmethods maée
significant gains in language develofment. Thus, there was no evidence
to juétif? concluding that one curriculum étrategy was better than

another. Carl Bereiter has observed that there is nothing magic about

Bereiter-Englemann; it is-mqre successful in raising achievement than
the traditional child-centered approach, but "is not neéessarily more
effective than other programs with a str;ng inéfructional emphasis.h
(1971) The Milwau#ee experience would seem to underline Bereiter's
point. None of their experimental programs were child-cgntered or gen-

eralized enrichment; rather they were variations of a strong instructional

program., No significant differences were seen in their outcomes.

* ’

. A I o A S o s wm




APPENDIX G

}""‘
£

The Denver Reading Maintenance and Improvement Program was begun in 1965,

The program serves pupils in Grades 4, 5 and 6 who were markedly retarded
in reading. Thirty-nine project teachers work with approximately 1610 ]

pupils, who are removed from their regular classroom to a reading facility

for instruction, The program's objective is "to improve the reading
ability of the educationaliy disadvangéged elementary pupils through a
compfehenéive language arts program.' Project teachers at each school
had two groups of fifteen pupils, each group for two hours a day.
"Activities included those which{

. deYelop work analysis skills through the use of a variety of

reading and oral activities

. develop a better vocabulary through the use of language arts

kits, teaching machines and oral discussions

. help children improve skills of communication by selecting . l

appropriate meanings of words, punctuation, finding main ideas and under-




standing story plots.
o develop oral language fluency through such devices as puppetry,
tapes, role playing, committee reporting, announcement making, drama,

choral reading, exchange assembly program and daily oral sharing of

§
expcriences and interests,

. develop listening skills' through soundstrips, recordings, etc,

L

« relate reading to the experiences of life through excursions and

.

the use of labels and organic vocabularly ‘

. make books important to children through book displays, filmstrips,

—

and story records

. provide for the individual needs of the children in hearing,

health, vision, welfare and testing (1968-9 Title I evaluation, pp.1-29)

The program was evaluated by means of control groups, teacher éuestion-

naires and otﬂér anecdotal information( The control grou? was selected

from another area school and was matched as closely as possible with the
treatment groups, Significant differences between the experimental and

control groups were evident in only fhree instances, when six subtests

of the Stanford Achievement Tests were checked at each of the three
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gradé levels; when they did exist, differences'cended to favor the control

groups. Differernces 7gyond the level of chance existed in“only three

instances when four subtests of the McCullough Work Analysis Test

were checked at each of the three grade levels. Differences which did

occur favored the experimental group. Parents, pupils and teachers gave

+
.

the program favorable ratings. The evaluation does indicate, hcweve¥,
}hat pupils tended to regress once reiurqed to their regular rea;ing
groups and staff members gécommend more adequate foliow-up. In sum,
while this prqgr;m was popular it did not produce any measureable treat-
ment effects. In contrast to structured programs, this program provides

students with a wide variety of experiences and exposures, rather than

concentrating on one specific, prescribed activity at a time.
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INTRODUCTION

Most discussions concerning the improvement of education in the cities

point to the need for more parent involvement and maintain that "the

invelvement of pareats in the goals of any kind of compensatory education -

is a generally recognised asset..."(Gordon and Wilkerson,p.50) Despite
this, parents are involved in remarkably few compensatory programs®

and "asset" is lafgely undefined and unmeasured. The issue of parent

- involvement is being pressed'by bélh‘politicians and

educators who are anxious that "something be done" about the disappointing
results of compensatory-.efforts to date “and by parents who~ ]
‘want a greater voice in the educational decisions and policies

. i,affecting their children. : . -

Parent involvement in ccmﬁénsatory programs is viewed as a

bromising i;tervcntion strategy for a number of rcasodst First,
professionals tend to look to fhe home as the source of academic
failure. It is thought that deficits in the home (rather than
. - deficits in the school or innate ability) are the chief obsiacles :
. .to academic¢ achievement forklower class children.(-e.g. Goldberg; Taba)
Their family enviromieats do not furnish the'skills and attitudes

requisite to successful functioning in school. (e.g. Ausubel & Ausubel)
‘s
1)

*For example, the 1968 X¥ational Advisory Ccuncil for the Education of
- the Discdvantaged study of 116 Title I progranms found only two progrzms
in which & serious effort vas made to involve parents. 0§ the 191
— . Parents interviewed for that study,.net one was informod zbout Title 1
: or how it operates. The Couvncil concluded that "ene 0F the areas of
alnost nrc apparent progress is...that of parsit invelvement."(p.22)




" The argument, thus, is that change in the family environment--

specifically in ways that parents relate to children and the

school~-wrill enhance and facilitate children's academic

‘growth. (e.g. Barbrack 1970)

Some professionals also point to the economic implications ¢f parent

involvemcnt:£DARCEE-répnrts) That is, if the involvement of parants

can effect change in those attitudes and values which impede the academic

progress of disadvantaged youngsters, then perhaps the younger siblings

as well as the target child will benefit from parental "reorientation'
In this vay, parent 1nv01vement is seen as an ec0nom’ca11y viable

alternatjre to the spiraling enrollment in costly intervention

rograms. As we will see, it is cheaper to "reeducato™ one parent
prog L P

than to enroll all of her children,one by one,in compensatory programs.

. A
A growlng number of lower class parents, however, contend that the

-

cause of their children's failure lies got in the home or in the child

but in the school.* They are becoming increasingly frustrated and -

impatient with "the system" and the failure of their children. In ——

education, as in other areas, they are pushing for mere initiztive

and greater involvement...for "accountability". In their view,

¢ 1

the teaching methods, curriculua and objectives of-the school

do not address the special needs of lower class children and in Pact

* The 1964 HARYOU (b .rlen Youth Oppor;vn't1c> Unlinmited, Inc. ) Repor
is perhaps the earlidstarciculation of this
point of view.




discriminate against them. The National Advisory Council on Civil-

Disorder reached much the same conclusion:
+sothe gfowth and complexity of the administration
of large urban school systems has compromised the account-
ability of the local schools to the cozmunities which
they serve and reduced the ability of parents to
influerce decisions affecting’ their children. Ghetto
schools’ often appear to be unresponsive to the comnunity,
communication has broken down, and Parentsare distrustful
of officials responsible for formulating educational
policy. .The consequences for the education of students
attending these schools are serious., Parental hostility
to the schools is reflected in the attitudes of their
children. Since the nceds und concerns of the ghetto
community are rarely reflected in the educational policy
formulated on a city wide basis, tie schools are -
often seen by the ghetto youth as irrelevant” pp. 436-7.

-
-

Low income parents contend that since there currently exist no

agreec-upon educational formulze and since they and their children

stand to lose the most by educational failure, parents have a legitimate

and positive role to play in interpreting the nceds of their children

and ensuring they are met. Inrer-city parents feel that "excessive

pover is placed in the hand of the professional as conpared to his

power in piddle~class cozmunities where parent/cozmunity lezders are

accorded rore respect."(Wilcox,p. 13) Lower class parents argue

for a strong voice in determining what is taught in school, how it is
taught, and vho teaches it. They coatend that the r¢sult of such

jnvolvement will be a more relevant aad effective education for

their childrea.

D T T " R e,
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To date, the controversy over parent involvement has been taged chiefly

-bj exhortat1on. _No effort has been made to‘systematicelly order’' nvidence

[

which would allow one to reach conclusions about the efficacy of

involving parents or even about the best ways to 1nv01ve them. Such
a review is the purpose of this paper. Part I will pPresent the

. . 7
relevant literature and look at the theoretical- constructs underlyinag

current brabtices of parent involvement in campensatory programs;

Part II will examire models of parent involvement which appear to

be successful. Part III will lay out the conc1u31ons drawn from a

-

review of parent programs and suggest possibilities for furtheér

investigation of the issue.




PART T THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

¥

3

i

] -
f ; ’ Two general threads run through the relevant research and constitute
’ the major theoretical underpinnings of efforts by compensatory programs

to involve pareﬁts: one;‘thag the nature of the interapgion between a’
" child and his.;;;énfs détermings in large part the degree of success ‘
> - or failure the child.will experience in school; two, and most iéportant T "~
_to those fprmulatiné inte;vention strategy, that those parent inter-
- acti;n variable; which have been found to have the greatest influence
“on a child's academic achievement--wlile related fo socio-economic
" status--are not absolutely de;erm;néd by status factors. kather, ' =
the important parent variables are thought to fall into the realm of
attitudes and behavior which might conceivably:-be modifiec. through

4

parent involvement strategies.

The central importance of the home environment--particularly the inter-
- " action between mother and child--in the affective and &ognit?ve develop-
ment” apposite to school ‘achievemeat has been well documented. This ’
body of literature emphasizes the critical role of the parent as ’ -
“teacher" 'and as "socialization agent", representing the world to
the child, shaping his expectations.and attit;des and providing

him with skills. 1In general, those home' and parent-factors vhich have o

been found to relate most highly to academic achievement are:

--pareutal concern and support for acnievement and
learning--how valuzble parents hold scheoling to be,
the amount of substantive guidance and support the
parent is able to give the child in his school-related
and other learning ectivities, houw much the parent’
knows about his child's progress in school.

AR L T —"
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=~the amount and kind of verbal interaction .
between the parent and the child ° ’

--maternal teaching style--the manner in which’
the mother interacts vwith and responds to her child

-

--home resources for general learning--magazines,books,
toys and games.

Bloom (1964) put forth the notion that differences in acaden1c

and cognitive developnent can be traced to thé value placed on education’

in the family and to parental reinforcement of the child's activities

in school.( also Cloward & Jones; Hyman) Bloom argues (1965) that

when the home and the school are "mutually reinforcing'", optimal con-
ditions are present for a child's acadehic growth and achievement.
Conversely, when theré is an inconsistency in values and attitudes between

home and school, Bloom maintains that compenéatory efforts are bound

to fail.

To this point, Deutsch(1967) argues that there are critical disparities

-

‘between the "éocio-cultural milieu" of the lower class child and that

‘of the school. A number of investigators (e.g. Brookover, Coleman,

Deutsch, Douvan, EeBs, Reissman,Rosen and h:lson) have concluded that
problems thought to arise from these disparities do not exist to the
same extent for middle class youngsters., Lower class, children have

been found to be less likely than their middle class beers to -

possess the attitudes,skills and habits of mind requisite to school
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- scoves of their children on a battery of achievement tests,

achievement. Poor children are reported to have less persistence in

matters academic, less de31re and preparation to achieve in school and
considerably less self-confidence and sense of se1f~zorth than Lheir

middle class contemporariés.

Several investigators have considered whether these attitudional

and behavioral differences are an inevitable result of variation

in S.E.S. or whether they are the result of other variables in a

child's home and famlly background which may or ‘may not covary

.

,‘with S.E.S. In one of a series of studies conducted at the

University of Chicago, Dave( 1963) considered the direct effect

of SES verses other background variables. He constructed six

variables: achievement values, language models, amount of
academic guidance and support, general learning stimulation,
intellectual interests and activities of the parents and

work habits stressed in the home. After interviewing 60

mothers, randomly chosen, and relating their responses with' the’

Dave found-that the overall jndex of home environment, as he

3 -
constructed it, correlated .80 with the entire-achievement .

battery. Dave then contrasted this correlation against the

] ’ .

.correlation of .50 or less usually found for other home variables

more immediately related to SES and level of parent-education and




concluded that it .seems to be what the parents do in the home

rather than their status which most influences the achievement

of their children.

Wolf's (1264) study of 60 fifth‘grade; inner-city, cﬁildren_and

¥

their mothers replicated Dave's results. After interviewing the mothers

‘and compiling academic ratings for their children, Wolf found that

the best predictors of academic ?erformapce we}e not social'class

1 . - or‘fevel‘of ﬁareét'g education.'RatheF, Fhey weré: parental expectation
for the child's academic achievement ( how far they thought he gould

go in schoél); the amount of informatioy the mother bosseséed about
the intellectual development of the child (did gﬁeipother know the
name of ‘her child's teacher, what_was happening in the classroom
and how her ¢hi1d was‘progfeséing?); the numbér of oppbrtunities
p;ovided in the home for the child's vocabularly development;
the.extént to which the p;rents assisted the dild in discovering,
understanding ‘and learning as wzll as the degree to which paéents
created or initiated learning situatéons in the hone,

) )

A review by Freeberg arnd Paine(1967) also reports evidence of a §tfoﬁg

relationship between a child's cognitive.grovth and a:number of

factors which are status related but not status defermined: parents'

willingness to spend time with the c¢hild and assist him.in his efforts
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to learn; parental aspiration for the child's achievement in school; .
. provision for the intellectual needs of the ¢hild and the degree

to vhich the parent utilize the "external resources" of the community,

such as the library and parks.

Given that it seems to be what the parents do in the home rather

than SES which most significantly relates to academic achieveméﬁt, it is not

surprising that maternal teaching style, by which we mean the nature

and quality of a mother's responses to her child's questions and *

general efforts to learn about tﬁe world, has been found to be .one

_ of the most important,of the home and f;mily background variables. A
study by Wiééérink (1969, éited in Barbrack f970), for example,
underlines the importance of méterqal téaching—style in predicking

“a child's measured/abiiity. ‘He examined four variables: maternal
teaching style{ maternal SES, maternal pgrsoqaiity ra&ing and maternal
language facility. Results of a step-wise cérré}ation.indicated that -

maternal teaching style accounts for more variance (27%) in the child‘s

Binet 1.Q. score than any of the other maternal factors,

Studies which have examined the ways in which the - teaching styles of
lower class mothers are likely to differ from those of their niddle
. T '

class counterparts report highly consistent results. Bee(1969),

-

for example, compared the teaching style of lower and middle income

mothers and reporied that middle cless mothers were less contrelling, - -

ey
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less disapproving and gave more information and attention to their
children than lower class mothers, A léngitudibnal study by Walters
and Crandall(1964%) reported that, using the Fels Pérent Behavior
Scales, maternal coerciveness was inversely related to social class.n
The higher SES mothers in this studf were seen to be significantly less

“dictatorial® in theip attempts to influence their child's behavior.

L)
.

Hess and his pollgagues (196§) rélated‘inadequate mothering aqd
teaching stylés to feelings of "powerlessness" generated by éhe

loé;r class mogﬁer's lack of control over her own life and environment.,.
A saméle‘of 160 Negro mothers and their four'year old children was
selected_from four different social status levels. Data about the

social and material circumstances of the families was. gathered in two

interviews and by observations; achievement test scores were collected

for the children. Like studies cited previously, liess found that

the mother's use of resources in the home to stimulate her child's

development and maternal support for the child related highly to

. the child's academic achievement. However, a variable found to

correlate significantly with performance on reading readiziess tests
. [ 4
was vhat 'Hess termed "maternal orieatation tovard the non-family world.”

L' s reports that
- [ . i .
the correlation between a mother's activities in the
conraunity and the child's reading attainments suggests
that the mother's integration into the institutions of
her comaunity, her readinessto confront and engage

‘in exchange with organizations of her neigﬁborhood
provide the child vith incentives, information and
learning opportunities, Thus, the initiative of the
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mother and her tendency to meet the environment and
enter into intcraction with it appear to be an important
variable in the development of the child.

Hess argues that a mother cannot teach her-child a world orientation

she does not share nor can she relate to or interact with her child

.
-

] . -
in a manner greatly different from her relations with the "non-

family world", b .

'Séﬁeiqfeld(1969)reached similar conclu;iOné. In a study of i&S

lower class bla;k éam%}ies, he found tﬁétxthe parents of thosé -
children vho were doing well in school were also those whp‘felt

they had something valuable to pass on to their children. These
parents tended to perceive themselv;s as effective individuﬁls who
possessed cnough knouledge to assist in the dcvelopment of their

child. échiénfeld, like Hess,.argues that'",,.parents cannot construe
their child's relationship to the worl!in ways that are fundamentally

different from the way they construe theit oun.'p. 2)

i

The findings of two large surveys undertaken in this country and in
' : ) . .
England are germane (o thz conclusions presented by the literature

we have examinaed. While the Equal Opportunity Survey (the Colcman
I - U
Report) did not expressly look at parent attitude.and value {factors,

the survey did include 2 maasure of PTA attendence. A reanalys‘s

by Marshall Smith (C.E.P.R.f:of data taken from a representative

.

sample of sixth grade students in the urban north showed that

*Center for Educational Policy Research, Graduate School of Education,
liarvard University. : ; .

B, o e




even vhen a large number of individual background chatacteristics

such as SES and school-wide measures were coﬁtro}lg@, the relation
between PTA attendence and three measures of academic aghievemcut
were significant at thg .05 level for Bl;ck students. (see Table I)
Interestingly, PTA mea?ures did not correlate signifféantly with the

achievement scores for white students. At least three explanations -

of -this finding are feasible: one that PTA attendence is most important

for black families, who are currently the least involved in school

affairs (n.b. Wolf's variable, amount of information parents possess

1 4

about school affairg) or two, PTA attendence could be measuring the

" attitudes concommitzrt to involvement (n.b. Hess) or three, it

could be ‘that the sort of school admihistration.that ‘encourages

-

and supports a PTA will vork well with black families,

*

P L

"Children and their Primafy Schools" (the Plowden Report), issued in

-

1966 by the Central Adviéory Council for Edhcation(ﬁugland).add;esses

-

. itself expressly to an extensive analysis of the relation between

home, school and academic attainment of chi}dren.* The Council

was chiefly interested in collecting information vhiéh couid be

- -

. ¥

* The Plouden Report is a rich source of information Eoncerning not only
the importance of parent attitudes but also the relative effectiveness
of different strategies to’involve ‘parents. We will deal here only
with the general conciusions of the report, The.specific implications
for program designs will be considered in Part II.

i
%




-

utilized in the "formulation of educational policy: Corl oL
. The last three reports of the (Central Advisory)

- T o Council have shown how closely associated are the home

. and social circiastances and academic achievement. 1Is

this just one of those given facts about thich the
X _8chools and community can do nothing? To try to
. i answer this question, we set on foot a national

' i " survey.(p.l, vol.l) L ' . .

B . - e
1}

The Plowden Report Examines data gathered from a survey of about

3000 students from a total of 173 schools. Background information
about each child was gathered fr;ﬁ interviews with the parents, and the
’ . . class teachers . interviews with the head teaéﬁers provided information
about school organisation and staffing.and the relétionship of the
school with the pzeotits. The attdiﬁments o? the children
were mearured by reading comprehénsion tests and, for the younger

children, picture intelligence tests. The iésue of paréntal

attitudes was of eentral concern to the Council:

The surveys carriedoat for the last three feporis .

of the Central Advisory Council, and other research, -

have provided powverful evidence linking'hume circumstances

‘with the pupils' educational prozress...jt was clear

that the assocciation between the occupation oI the paveat

z : and the achievemant in school of the child nust arise,

- at any ratn in part, from tlie association between occupations
and attitudes end that the variations in attitudes :
might account for a good deal more of the variations

. in achievement. If therefore seened desirable to attenpt
to estimate the influence of occupction, irrespactive
of attitudes and of attitudss, irrespictive of
occupation. p. 91, vol 2

-

he]

1y
.

" The éouncil found, in fact, that vhea-zll other varizbles were controlled,

- .
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parent attitudes were the single most significant predictor of academic

achievenent, )

Tie variation inparental attitudes can account for more

variation ir children's school achievement than either

the variation in home circumstances or the variation in

the state of the school. p. 181, vol 2

At both 8 and 11 years: the highest scores, controlling for status and
3

school factors as well as individual starting points, vere made by
. children vhose parents were rated as "interested" in their éducation;

the lowest scores were made by tnose'children whose parents were the

-

Yleast interested". ‘ ... ) Further,

the Council pursued the effect.of status factors on parental
i~ i R

attitudes and found evidence vhich suggested -
...that parents’ occupatlon, material .circumstances and
education explain orly a quarter of the variation
in attitudes, leaving thrce quarters or more not
“accounted for. This implies that attitudes could be
affected in other ways and altered by persuzsion...
. Parental attitudes appear as a separate influenck not
monopolised by any one class...(therefore) schools
can exercise their influence not only ditectly upon
) children but indirec tly through ieir relationchips
- with parents. p 36,vol 1

A reana1y51s of the Plowden data undertaken by Henry Acland (C.E.P,R.)

-

.

suggests, h wever, that while parental interest is jmportasit, th® Council

¥

sspecified Lhn central features of this variable: The Council, as

-

we will discuss in more detail in Part II, considered "pafental
attitudes" or "parental interest'" to be:reflected and ganer ted by

frequency of dbntact with the sclool. With this in Qind, the Council

in ;act designe d and 1np1emenLet a "Minimum P"ograwme" 1ntcnded

;
;
i
{
i
4
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to increase school-parent contact. Aclard, to this point, has demoastrated
that vhen individual parent differences in frequency of school contact are

éontrolled, the level of parent participation ma2intained by a school

-

(the contcxtual effect) has no 51gn1f1cant relation to school achieve ment.

Thus, for example, in a schcol viich evidences a high level of parent

-

involvement in PTA reetings, the child of a parent who does not “so

participate will not score significantly diffefently on achievement tesis

than will his peer vhose parents are active in school meetings. One can -

conclude from Acland's ‘reanalysis that the overall climate of parent

contact wlth the schodl, rer se, does not significantly affect individual *

-

IV

-~

-

student achievement. )

The general issues to which efforts to 1nvolve pareats should be addressed

are fairly well established by the literature: the critical parent

variables fall into the area of attitudes and b°hev1or, ret of social

class, evidenced by p;>ents in their interaction with the child and in the

climate of the honme. The literztuxze does not deal, howvever, with the queétion

of how best to 1mp1cnunt chanoe in these important y.riables. The Council’s

_.conclusion reaerdivv this question is most apt: )

]
««.2although ve way be conficent that there is enple
scope for persuzsion, (we recognise) that to find the

. ; right kind and amount of persuasion will be a difficult
and delicate experimént, ne edintr wach ingenuity and tzet.
. ) (p. 82, vol IL) :

= 1]
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PART II ~MODELS OF PARE&T'INVOLVSMEXI .

Several differ:nt and specific program designs are suggested by the

literature; indeed, existant program strategies are almost as

- numerous as the variables considered in the literature.:® On the

whole, howevey, parent involvement programs fall into one of

. " two general groups:
1. PARENT PARTICIPATION: programs which seek to
foster improved home-school relations and under-

. ) standing through (2), increased parent participation
- ‘in ‘school sponsored activities or .(b) warent -
participation on advisory groups '
2. PARENT TRAIN‘FG: prqgramSﬂwhich.expresély aim
at providing parents with training desigred to furnish
them with skills specifically relevant to involvemeat
. . in their children's education -,

In consideri:i; the relative success of each parent invelvement

strategy and the contribution made by parents to program outcome,

it is useful to exemine the techni ues and methods chosen by various
y

piograms to implement their objectives. Descr:ptions of parent

involvesient progrems will be used to jllustrate the specific. prograni

designs employed in each oZ the general program models. The pregrams

outlined vere drawum from a review of unjiversity demonstration projects,

some 500 Title I programs®=, an egs%ination of the general compensatory
_ 3 :
s

| NN

i *Because goals and objectives often overldp, we have foundit helpful to :
classify programs by the primary focus of their implementation strategies
cather than by objectives. 1he terms "goals" and "objectives" as used in
this paper refer to the lonz vznga and specific outcones form:lated by the

. programs reviewed--vhat the programs are trying to accenplish. In mzunvy
instances, the available docupencs did nct include statemzats o -
© measurable goals, 1In such inglancgs, an attempt vae made to in

; 1 k

-

from described activities.
¥t Title I evaluations were collected by C.E.P.H. in conjunction with a study
of Title I undertéken for the Office of Education. State Title I coordinators
Q were asked to recemmend programs of any size or location vhich were (con't next)

ERIC . _ :

.
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"states did not reguire description of parent activities in 71

education literature. In addition, field trips.wvere taken to Connécticut,

Rashville and California. Three criteria constrained progran selection:
A

’ 1. the success of the -parent program and the project
. of which it was part; ° .
2.replicability of the program design T

- . 3. quality and comprehensivencss of the progran
" evaluation * ' .

- ——

PARENT PARTICIPATION MCDEL. . .

Concommitant with goals of "significant gains" in student achievement,
: 4 g gains

programs adopting strategies of parent participatien also articulate

a nuaber of coumon attitudioral and behavioral objectives. Universally,

programs ewploying parental participation as a part of a compensatory

effort hope to effect change in parent attitudes and Behaviqr which

_ relate to educationgencrally and the school spccificali}. These -

programs hope to encourage a coasistency and mutuality of vzlues and -

goalﬁ between the home-and- the school with the-g}ew that a change

in parental attitudes about the school and knowledze of school affajvs—— -

2 G

»
-

.

» L
**(con’t) "suctessful", in that they met their own objzctives, cognitive
or affective, The:evaluations of pProjects so recoixzended consiitute our .
sampie. Programs which contributed rost substantially to the conclusions

presented in this paper are listed in the Bibliography section. o

* This last criterion is particularly problematic in the instance of Title I

programs. As the recent Congressional and iutra-0.E. debates attest, ' the issue

of parent involvement is particularly thorny. Although all Title I progrens
are requirced by law to involve par¢nts, a large number of programs afford]

"paver" involvensnt at best. Consequantlyy it is often difficulr
Title I cvaluations to distiuguish betweaen the ef
federal guidelines and

.when reviewing
forts of an evaluator to maot
geinuine atterpts to involve parents. . In additich, many
itle I proyrams
until. {iscal year 1971. Consegently, & number. of pregrans, follewinsg state
evaluation forwmats, may have failed to report and evaluate effective -

methods of parent involvement. -

{

r
. ’

Y




will facilitate and support student development. (n.b. Bioom, Deutsch

Wolf) Many programs, in addition, try to assist parentt in improving

home conditions for the child and fer che fanily as a whole. Some T
administrators and many community members see iacreased pafent-school

contact as a means by which teachers will fain better uanderstanding : ’ 1

of the needs and probleme of the low income child. Parents. are .
,‘. . . ?inciueed on adv?soéy council;, obstensively to6 this end, as well as:
to suggest specific ways in uhich‘thé school ceh better meet the
needs of their children. . S 7 .

L

A. number of methods have been dEVEIOped by compensatory proorams to -

- -achieve hlgh degree of pare1t patt1¢1pa;10n V1th these ends in V1eu.
e - - - e —— e

Compensatory programs have utlllzed the follovlng participation - o

strategies singly or in éombination: : .

- - -

1. school sponsored grosp meetings such as the PTA,
lecture or demonstration meetings and informal social.
gatherlnos -

- - -

2. involvrement of parents as volunteers in the classroca -

.
. .

3. parent ncmberbhlp c1;¢rcneor district advisory
councils oc on "task oriented" parent committees

- 4. invitations to parents to visit the schoox for
0pen-hb"ves or for teacher con;erences. } - !

) 5. school 1n1t1ated ceontact v1th the home--utilizing

- ‘ teachers, social workers: or connunlty m<mbers as home
. visitors or home-school 1liasions. - . |
|

H

Typically, these programs havé not bLeen evaluated in a fashion vhich

is helpful in a'tsvermc the questions posed by this paper--what are the ‘ ‘ |

4

-

- : N 2 Cabn b
.outcomas of parent iavolvement st;gteg;es. Most programs measure o-id

report caly the overall program succacs

1

n raising student achisvement;
£ - . -

~ o Rt s - -

|22
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little attention is paid to the effectiveness of parent programs, per se,

or to the specific contribution of parens to program outcome or to

the effect of part1c1pat1on procrams on the pxrents themselves. Measures

of success with parents, vhere employed are comnoaly locally construcied

1nstrumnnts designed to measure parent response to the program or parent

attitude change,_ Teacher quest1onna1res vhich also address these

" questions are of the same genre, thus affording little in-fﬂé way of

comparability between programs or strategies.

4} i .

- Despite these methddological d1ff1cu1t1es, inherent in a parent-teacher

questlonnak interview assessment of effect,*a review; of program

evaluations -doés make it clear that there are a number of similar th1n°s

x - -

_Aappening in roor“ms that have been successful in reaching arents
P P
% - B -

and ma11ta1n1nc a h1ﬁh level of parL1c1pat10n. Generally all of

_ these programs repo:t 1ncreased parent understanding of Lbc -r child and

what thzy can do to help him, and increased parent-initiated contact

e . < o -

with the school It is also typ1ca1}y reported that, as a result og
increased parent participation, parents know more about the "special®
program iq vhich their child is‘enrolled and that parent morale about
the school and its efforts tc help their ch:ld is higher tnan bcfore. -
Also reported frequently is a change in.teachers' attitudes»about and-
understanding of lo: income childrea ané their faéilies. quiuators
report that both teachers rud p?h?ﬁs have achieved a more realistic

riey of the probl ems faced in the home an? in the school The

v e Iy W oy
1
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| T - : ] -
\ _comnents of a Newark evaluator are representative: - .
[ - ‘

B

- L 1

i As a rcsu‘t of participation by community pcople, there ’ )
) ‘ is greater understanding on the part of the community of
- . R -~ _the -problems in the schools.. In addition, school personnel
T ] . } have a “better understdndlno of hou the problems of the
R - school‘relaLc to the conditions and needs of the immediate .
- : ) comnunity. Those groups of parent and educators have
- less foar of each other and 3 ater appreaciation of the )
- - ,?,->-i'v;¢»— ‘contyributions ‘each can make. { Newark' Title I . - ~
N I evaluatlon, FY 1968-9, pp21 2) .

‘Oﬁr;cho ‘é of ptograms 111ustrat1ng successful parent part1c1pation

- R 4

- . technlquesJW111 beumade clearer by a composlte description, at the

- - — T

. T outset o[ the*"usua*"'or typlcal parent,part1c1pgtlcn strategles, ‘

- . = -

. S most partlcularly those found in Title I proorams. The vast majority

— - A -

- of cdnpensatory prograns - report (1np11c1t1y ‘or exp11C1t1y) disappointing

- - -

relatlonshlps w1th perents and losr attenuenre at parent functions. Where ~

|
Fap

. these results are'reported “one will typ1ca11y flnd that parent

»partiéipation is soucht throLOh PlA-type nuPtln”S vhich are fornal in

struéture,and tone* and run almost entirely,by;school personnel.. Such

it

- . ) programs spend a gredt Hbal of time on organrz~tlor bu51uess matters.

N -

1"

and thelr programs usually con51sL of guest lecturers or p;OSCnt&thﬁS : T

—_— by the school stafr. The schﬂdﬁling of these meetings rarely acknowledges

btﬁer demands made on the tim. of jow income parents by jébs, children c

or the like. O©blique invitations to school open-houses and ncn-specific

. 5 " ) . ' ’ ) -
notes £rom.Leachers to "come:and-see-me~somet:ve" are also_common. The

notes from the teachers which follow Lh1s beclnnlno of tne year commtnlque

usually concern classroom problens.

~

S ®A b;-l:w'"al perent ia qnﬁte Ann, C<11101nla, said th t the N ’ ’ v
absurdily of this, iprogram format for leow income parevt\‘vannot be -7
fully appveelrteo until one has
into Spanish.

.

heaxd Roberts Rules of O“cer translata d

ERIC SR |

5 -
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By law; all Title I programs are required to have a District Advisary

Committee(DAC) which includes parents and through vhich parents .

. . . M
-

* ) = > -
can make their feelings regarding,resource allocation and program

design known. We were unable to locate an ev a1uat10n whlch indicated :

a DAC funétioned as intended by law,* In a 1arge number of instances, :

the parents who do flnd themselves on DACs are e1ther ¢)) hand—plc xed

by school officials ‘for their past "cooperation" or (2) also employed

=

by the school systen as a teacher s aide and thu° owe their: job to

-

the school system or (3) never told of the1r membershlp. (ﬁartln-ﬂcclare

Report; also conversations with State Department of Education officals

in Connecticut and California; conversations with community members in

»

=

Hartford, Los Angeles and Santa Ana.) »Where‘pAC membership and -

‘responsibilities are understood, parents are often prevented from.

- - t
- N

. For example, the Chairman of a DAC in Los Angeles

“assuming then.
wvas not invitéd to any of the staff neetlnas which discussed the

budset for Lhe coming year and was shown the bndget, vhich requires

*

his signature,

O

.Y
*

The programs presented below, then, are

1
A

degrece, of success in effecting parent participatiohn

-atypical not-only in their

but also in

!l

tmc

the strategies employed t¢’ that end.

-

. } * '- . i} - , =
o ’
~*New federal gurde11nes for F.Y,71 and a numbder o£ new state" guidelines
are rore specific regarding DAC- ceuposition and rembership.  Thes
the current dearth of DACs which ev1€ech . §2nuine parent participation
may be GILPVJGLLQ sumtwnat. f . '

e »
*

o i :

only two hours before it had to be submitted to the .state. .

P
*




SUCCESSFUL PARENT fARTICIPATION STRATEGIES ; O
-0 F
As we noted, program evelnations often comment gloonily about leck

of parent participation in school meetings, partieularly those fcllowing

. a PTA type format.and'draw conclusian about parent “apatiy".
Sprigle's LEARNING TO LEARN preschool demonStratlon pronram in
. - Jacksonv111e Florlda, is an example of an imaginative yet instructive

means by .  "_lL parent part1c1pat10n -in school meetings is promoted but

wkich circumvents many of the usual school-parent -teacher meeting -

diﬁficulties.. The aim of the LEARNING TO LEARN program was to heip
- -children-acquire flexible stratééieg for dealirg-with challenges and  °
~  problems, Progran planners were therefore concerned that pafental

T teaching styles reflect the philosophies nut-fofth‘by‘the,program

-

- - and thus continue efforts in the home. Parents were involved through ~-‘,
monthly discussion groups, held on Sunday afternoons. fThe program
director made telephone calls to a&l _parents not present 15 ninutes

before the meeting; parent attendence was .always nearly 100%.

=
-

‘ﬂany prograns have experienced poor attendence at parent meet1n°>

p"ehzsely ‘for the laCn of such last minute reminders. Host programs
typically send out schedulcs of parent mectings ﬁeeks, if not months,

before the meeting is to take piace. Such policy essumes a kind of

. 'organiéation and plamning not typical of the population.to which the -

. . - compensatory efforts are adoressed Even last minute remxnders, however,

cae W111 not result in high parent attcndance unless the meetings them ,lveo

are of interest to the parents tnd/or ccndueted in. an informal,

- . .
*

’flexible fashion.* : . . . -

.y . -
‘ . D
o . *

—_—
* The exparience of the Howard University P:cschool Protht is a case - -
N ; in point. The parent pa rticipation nechanism, aaulc actlvltlec', (con't nexut)
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At the initial 77ARNING T0 LEARN meetings, parants were asked to

-

indicate "how can we help your child this year?" and "what help
would you like to get from the discussion groupé?“ - At the beginning

of the parent meatings, the program director, teachers aides

and teachers described vhat they did in class.. Videotapes were shown

to parents so that they could see thée connection betwéen what was

\ .

actually happeﬂing to their children and the objectives they; the parents,

had articulated in the beginning. "In this way, the videotapes subtly

set up the LEARNING TO LEARN approach as a model parents could emulate

in their pteho@e intéractions with(the'chiid.“ Following a discussion

of the v1déptapes, activities were sv ,gestéd.vhich the parent could initiate."

~at home with the child.** ' . ’

—

- N -

The LEARNING TO LEARN projeEt was evaluated by co&paring the performance

R hd

‘of the expérimental children to two control groups. One control group

x

" ~

s : A A
*%(con't) _ . invoived group meetings or social géthcrings at prearrangéd
times.“’Thﬁ'SChedule for the meetings was distributed at the beginning
of the year; the meetings vere of lecture formet and the “soci.l gatherings
merely that. Attendence at the Howard group eetings ranged from 1 to 8
parents, the median being 4 ( out of 36 families). The same 11 families
-accounted for 75% of thé toal attendence at group meetings. The second year

C- . /of" the project, slightly fewer parents attended and more did not attend

- atall. The Howard program, like most Fitle I program. failed to acknowledge
the difficulties involved for .lower class pareants in attendiag school
functions--attendance maymean loss of- job time, baby sitting expenses

. or at the very least more demands on the time of a parent whost time is
-already fully occupied with the difficulties of day-to-day living. That
24 out of the 2€ families were represented at the first HOward mecting
would indicate that parents would have made theeffort tc attend if they
felt the meetings to be of value to them. :

£33 - - :
-In "this progiam, as in a nunber of progranm descriptions that follow;
the program formats presented would .appear to belong more accurately to
. @ parent training model, %hese prozraizs ars included here, howvever,” since
the_explicit‘purpose of the prearem was not to train parenfg but rather
to increase school-parent contact thréugh attendence at group meetings. As-
we will sce, program: which offer parents scme substentive help in working.
with their child (as opposed to other frogrem focii) are mest successful. - o L
in ‘getting parents to the schocl and in mainfaining high participation. (corn't ng¥t)

t
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had been exposed to a traditional nursery school curriculum and the second

’

control group had reccived no preschool treatment. At .the end of the

"preschool- program, the experimental group was found to be sighi;icantly

* ‘superior (p.<.001) to both control groﬁps on fhe\Binet, the PPVT
and the ITPA series(see Table 2). In a followup coméariéon

at the end of first grade, significant differences remained. One

year ‘after the end of ‘treatment, the LEARNING TO LEARN children

remained greatly supevior to the children having no preécho@l (p£.001)

and also performed significantly better ( p .05) than the chKITdFen

veprsed to the traditional nursery school. isee Tahle 3) These follow-

up comparisons also revealed‘that the differences between the c¢ontrol

»

group children were no longer significant. Beyond mention &f high attendence

at parent mee“ings and parent expressions of interest and enthusiasm
g P

3

at seeing films of their children, there was no attempt made L
by program evaluators to look at the parent component of this program.
The continuity of program effects,; however, might suggest that parents

did in fact continue to use the LEARNING TO LEARN techniques afger

"the end of treatment. . . ) .

- !
i o ' . .

3 ’ . - R . ,/
The experience of the EL RANCHO UNIFIED SCHOOL DIST!@CT(%n California

also underlines the importance of program content if ,parents are to be
- t - *

. - 9
‘involved through group meetings or group activitiés. "The 1970 i
! i ’ ,
{
evaluation of the EL RANCHO' TITLE I elementary progrem states that
a major objective for the yéErAwas the development .
of parental understanding aid support of classroom -

-

-

**(cm't) The gtiategies presented under this model, Lhen, are
thought of as techniques for achieving parent: participation, .nat
parent training, . Co

- - . F
=

)

Iy s o e g 1

3
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learning activities through involvement. -

A.reading of the EL RANCHO evaluations for previous years reveals

- .
1>

that this Title I program has not always experienced their present
success in reaching parents, The major change in program design

for F.Y. 1970 was a§shift avay from a formal probram structure to

/ L}

‘@ more informal means through which parents and teachers could

meet’ and talk., A program called "instructional materials" was

develgped as a result of consultation Yith a number of Title 1

parents. ' Teachers were asked to list each child's special area of
. L. ,

diffiCt'gy and specify the type of instructional material thaé would best
aid and motivate that particular child. .Ea;h child's prol.lem was
gxpiained-go jxeﬁéafcnt and material needed to allevi;te the problem, -
was provided. Togdther, parents and teachers worked Lo devisc mater{als
to help the child. For exampie,'ifwthe child was weak in math, the

mother made simple addition and subtraction face cards. Flash cards

were made by mothers whose children needed help in vocabufarly.

‘Each item vwas taken home and kept there. In addition, the mothers made
" educational gaues for the children to use in the classroom. As a result

of this class, side groups were formed by the parents. These groups

consisted of parents whose children had common problems and nceds, ’

s
—t

The parents-'difcussed the problems, offered possible solutions and-.

~ related how each of them had dealt with certain difficulties of

their own children. Fer many parents, this was the first contact

-with other parents of school~zge children in their neighboorhoods.

.

The school hired , cosaunity member to serve as a bi-lingual coxmunity

. *

\

T e A Y e b= o les we e o -
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relations advisor. She made VlSlts to Spanish spea“lng parents

to interpret the child's progress in school and discuss possible ways

the parents could help the child. Teachers also made home-visits, once

-

a relationship was established through'the parent group meetings.

/ )

Other meetings were set up at the vequest of the parents--classes on
nutrition, home decorating and the like. A class was begun, at tk.:

parents' request, to acquaint those applying for the instructiona.
- i -

’
t .

assistant position with ‘the mechanics of taking an exam. A )ear

long effort was put forth by the parents ‘to establish a 11brary on

\

the school campus. The mothers catalogued bogks and the fathers cleancd .
and palnted -library shelves. Evaluexors report that thisaproject‘ -

gave the pacents considerable pride in themselves and in their school,

Standardized instruments were used to assess gains in grades two through

f six in reading and math.  The gains between pre and post testings for.
N

‘these students’ range from a 6 month minimum to a nine month maximmn--

a’mininum of a month for month géinl Vhlle these gains did not succeed

iu clasir~ the gap beLween the Title I and non-Title I students, the

[} -

réte at which students had beenrralling behind vas regerded.

#

. , { . 8
in math were not as strong, but still. represented a menth for month
H

‘gain.(see Tables 4 &5) . . ’

i
!

The parent involvement of the EL RANCHO’ progece was evaluated by a

/

The results
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- school problens comnunity probiens and extablishing from the beginning~

*

parent questionnaire. Parent attitudes about the program and the school
were strongly positive. For example, 92% of the parents sta?ed they

felt the program had brought them closer to the school..(wc have included
this_questionnaﬁ;e as f;ble 6, as it {s representative of this type

of instrument). The spirit and sense of mutual coopération vhich was

4

established between parents and the schools in this program is

-genuinely unusual in the Title I unive%se. _The strategy anployed in this
program--cngaging ‘the parent and the teacher together in activities for

the benefit of thé child-- is -one of the most shccessful means..by which to

*

.

..approach the barriers of social distance and parental hesitation.*

The PRESCHOOL PROGRAM in FRESNO, California, is a Title I program which

~has made effective use of parents in the classroom anéappxus to have an
eifective Parcﬂt Advisory Comnittec, although the cvblﬁatiou does not describc
the PAC in detail. The program, which emph-sises language development,

tnrolls child;en from 3 to 5 years of age, the majerity of whom are Spanisﬁ-
) Wit ) ;

speaking, Mexican-American children. The bi-lingual nature of the community
"served by the Title I progran as well as the program emphasis on high

— PR
) .

€ A study of special primery programs in five schools /Jeukins and Phillips)

drew the same conclusions. The five prnject schools had hed difficulty

in reaching parents. According to staff reports at the conclusion of tha

study, "parents involved in the speeial programs responded directly to the

nee’s of their own children but not to the broader sccial and ltusinese needs

of the school or corunity. The project staff found that parents wouid

be moxa likely to attend .a neeting where his own child vas performing or

vhare his child's work op Specific prodlem 'was being discussed, In fact,

in four of the five schoals, the adnministration found no other adequate

rethod of involving parents. The £ifth school had sonevhat more success

with other parent involvemen: technicques becanse, frem the cutset, thoy

had iavolved the cormiunily throusgh Jocal community councils, ‘heraby making

an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect,

-

L L : ' Tl VLN
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‘experience in the instructional prograa. -
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+
- . S . .

adult-pupil ration gave impetus to efforts to involve parents. Evaluators

state that contact with the parents and their pa}ticipation is the classroom

was essentiil to the success of the program. . . : 4

The goalrtoward which we worked was to have a parent or

responsible adult from each cliild's home participate .
one day a week at school, attend pareat meetings and join

“the class for study trips.

Spanish speaking aides from he community ﬁereleméloyed to make hon-English )

*

speaking parents feel more comfortable at school and urge their participation.

fach classroom was staffed bx'a; least one parent volunteer in addition
to the tercher and teacher's aide. Parents were allowed to play a "full
instructionél role"—in the dgscpssicn-aciivity group of which they had
charge, ‘Frachers in the FRESNO program put forth consideréblc‘effort~to
prevent pavents froa fcéliﬁg.that théy éere me?eiy "helperé". ihis

program thus avoided a pitfall commonly encountered vhen parents-are

- encouraged to volunteer in the classroom and subsequently given nothing -

but menial ané janitorial responsibilities. Not surprisingly, many- parents

feel such assignments are degrading and decline to participate in such, . S =

a role. Many of the parents in the FRESXO progran vent on to bacome o -

paid teacher aides, with full staff involvenent, after their volunteer

rd

S

Parent meetings were schoduled twice a month, at time established by the

yarents. The meetings vere informal and of discussion format. They centered
() - - .

L

for the most part on topics in which #he par.ats had expressed interest:

child rearing, nutrition, basic adult edvcation and fzmily health. Study
trips to nearby zreass were considered za importaat part of the currieulun,

»

PN

Often, parents were taken on the bus trip beforehand in

.

» a awess
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order that, on subsequent class trips, they could serve as guides -

and instructors for their children. Parents who were unable to attend

classes, parent meetings or other school activities were kept inforred

of the children's and the school's activities through bulletins, letters

and telephone calls snd home visits made by other parents or teacher

aides. 1In this way, parents wvho originally 7ex;:>ressed hesitation about
Participating in the preschool activities were encouraged to take pari.

PPVT were administered to assess the success of the program. Pre-

test/post-test comparisons showved average gains of approximately 15

‘pointsa gain significant at the .05 level. Teachers and social workers
- E N d

rated the cffects of the prozram on parents and children as “positive."

Evaluations also indicate that the prooran had prOﬂp ted important cheanges

" for the p“rcnts tLemselves. It was observed thot during the school year,

_parents of the preschool- children became interested in furthar1no their

own educat1on. All nothe*s vhose cblldre1 were enrolled in the clas:es

at one locatlon, for example, attend ed an adult school cponsored

-301nL1y by the county welfare departmenq and the Fresno Adult School.

It was also noted that, as a result of beconing involved in the preschool
. - - .

programs, many pacents and aides assumed leadership positions ih the
public schools as their children entereq‘and teat through tha gréd?§.~
Indeeﬁ, Dr. Richard Scanlon (Reseaych for Better SEhools) reported thét
Fresno vias the one IPI program site in the country vhere the “comm unlty
is rezlly running their prooram".(conversation7wifh Dr, Scénlon, » o §'

October 15, 1970)

. .

.
v
b e -
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DOES PARENT PARTICIPATION MAKE A DIFFERENCE?

While the ppgceding progran examples illustrate methods which have*broven

successful in enlisting the supporL and part1c1p tion of Pareats, they
tell us 11tt1e 1f anyth1n° about the specific contr1but1on of palent

participation to program outcome. In addition, theré has bucn little
. ?

. experimental wo:k uh1ch has att ted to aasess the effect1vgness
P

!
of parent part1c1pat1on. We were able to locate only three such

efforts, Two vere generated by the Plowden f1nd1ngs reportgd in

-

Patt I and the th1rd reports a long-term demonstrahon prOJQLL

.conducted in Illinois.

The first, undertaken in cooperation with the Institute ot Community

Studies, was a small scalg demonstration project designed to "show

the kind o”-thing that might be done by téachers to influence

parental aLt1tudes" (Plowden, p.43, Vol 1) (Th1s study is reporied

in full by Young anndGhémay) Two experimehtalrand contrel gchools

were selectcd in an inner city area. These schools tvere chosen to be

typical of the threc-form eatry junior schools threughout England;

most of the fathers wvere rznual laborers. The "i{inimum Pro:ramme”

reco:mgnd d by the Counc11 for improving home-school relations was

initiated in the two experimental schools. All parents in the experimental
4 - .

schools were invited during the school year for a-private talk wi their
s « < Wit nel

" child's teacher; parent group meetings vere held at which current teaching

methods were explained. Leaflets were circulated giving iuformation
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about the school, its objectives and the methods employed in the school,

The educational‘pefformance of the children, judged by tests of verbal
and non-verbal intelligence and standardized reqding and mzthematics

tests, was determined in the beginning of the school year, before the

efforts to involve parents more closely began and aéain in May, aftar

" the program was corpleted. We are told that .

-+.on 'the vhole, both parents and teachers appreciated
what was done. Most parents considered they knew pore

" about the school towards the end of the year than they
had at the beginning and teachers that they understood
the children somewhat better for knowing more about their
home environment. (Plowden, p.43, Vol 1) =

The resglts of the cognitive measures, héwever,:did not indicate highly
significant differences between experimental and ‘control groups. There
vas séme improvement over time iqrthe children’s performan?é, particulariy
1inrmath, but generaliy“;hé experiméntal results vere disappointing. When

-the soores vere stratified into two groups, high-ability/low achievement

and low-normal ability/high achievement, it was. found that the under-

achjeving group appeared to benefit most from the experimental treatment.

This finding, possibly, is nothing more than a regression effect.
The results of a second invesitgation conducted by the Council were

- [ L] —

even less positive. The Council measured the achievement of students -
in a subsample of tlie sample schools where relations between parents -and

éhe school had been- judged by>the H.M.Inspectorate to be unusually good.

) Subsequent site visits by the Coﬁncil.sup?orted the judgment of the
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H.M.I. These schools in fact had excellent relations with parents and

~ high parent participation in achool activities.

One school, for -example, made a point .of arranging evening functions for

parenté two or thrééiyears before their children were old enough to
enter the sctool. Displays of picturés, bo;ks and toy;

were arranged and informal discussions were held about ways of bringing
up young children.: Other schools wrote to parents when their cﬁildren
fi?st entered school, explaining ways in wvhich they could Hélp with their
child's education and detailing the'objecéives and methods employed

by the schoal. In another school, fatheés more than mot@ers vere

.fhe moviﬁé forcé in the almost 106% active PTA. -For example, the parents
built a swimminé bool whicgnis opea in the evenings aga on weekends and

a greenhouse in vhich the children raise flowers for the school. The

school also spousored an ammual summer school for the parents, divided -

for the most part into groups for the study of methods used inthe school’.

for teaching math, reading and so o n. In another PTA, the:parents

formed a "money raising force" vhich organised a series of fairs at’vhich

articles made by the mother were sold. The proceeds were then given to

a group of fathers who, under the guidance of a few skilled men; learned

' to use tools new to them. An information center was built on the school
! +
. .
grounds and vhile it was being erected, the children wrote scores of

letters to obtain material and data for the display. Later, a children's

.
e | A g
3

.
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theatre, a nature muscum and a nature laboratory were built by the

fathers, :

i

' At every stage, the children helped their parents ,
by -drawing up plans and preparing costings as part‘of their
math lessons. As a result of all of this, the pattern
of home-school relationships began to change. Instcad
of only meeting parents vho had chips on their shoulders,
my staif found rwuch smoother and more positive relationships
for all of us to work with...In schools which give
pPractical help of this kind, discussions with teachers about
methods used in school .often.arise informally ower the
job and enable parents to understand how the school works
and how to help their children more effectively...
(Plowden, pp.38-9, Vol I) . )

.
W

s A M O

However, when the achievement scores of children from this subsample

of schools having "good" parent participation were comparéd to the

scores. of children from the larger, representative sample, no significant -

>

differences were found,

Vhen looking at data such as that repooted by the Instjitute for

Cormunity Studies and

other program evaluations, one wonders if longitudional

data might not illuminate effects of pareht parficipation not immediately

apparent on a shortfterm, academic year basis., A study by Lfdéle, Rockwell
and Sacadat does look at tlic effects of parent participation over time., -
The authors were principal %pvcstigators'in a four yéar demonstration
projecé run in'the Quincy, illinois public schools, ‘The cbjectives

of the demonstration project were:

. to urd:rstand the child more fully through informatjon
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obtained by testing, interviewing parents and observing

children. ) --
2. to provide a richer background of intellectually
A stimulating experience for the child through a better.
.. use of communit) resources, school facilities and materials
3. to enlist the support, interest and-QOOperation of the
parents in helping to motivate the child and to develop
. his interests and abilities (p.60)
" Rather ‘than selcéting a sgmple of children whqwere the "most disadvantaged"
and thereby labeling them as such, the investigalors decide& that the
per cent of culturally disadvantagedvyodnthers in the schobl.was SO
hlgh th;t-prsbaply ;qy>childrwho greé ué i& the neighboorhood was to a
deg}eg disadvantaged. Thuslthe experimental group consisted 5f all
thldren in one grade of the four projéct schools, located in the oldest
section of the city. The control group included all children Qho atféndcdv
. kindcrgarten_in:the four frojecl schools a year previous to the éﬁpcrimenLal
children. Around 75% ofﬁpoth groups were available for post testing
at the completion of the study four years later. By including all

eligible childrep in the study, possible confounding effects of school

or teacher differences were thereby eliminated.

The basic design of the study was to look at cne group as it passed.
from kindergarten through the primary grades and compare the group

. 7 ) . ' i .
at the end of the third grade with the next group to enter kindergarten,

the experimental group. The investigators hoped to improve the life

experience of the experimental group through curriculum modification,

O Wt s o i A o e
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- offered in a non-punitive fashion:

work with parents and after schoul and summer experiences utilizing

volunteers. Liddle et al report that perhaps the most important

-curricular nodlflcatlon was the 1n1t1at10n of a "June kindergarten"

to whlch eachchild came for one week in the June prlor to his.school

entrance to meet W1th flve or six of his classmates and his teachez. During

this week, parents were encouraged to meet Lth the teachers.« Home

interviews were begun at this time to collect information about the home

«

and the degree of the child's "cultural handicap". Home visits by

teachers were continued throughout the four years of the program.
‘.

Liddle found it msssential that the home visits and services were

Most of (e parent: have met a successjon of relatively
untrained public welfare workers and probation officers
and expect hoame visits to be wipleasant experiences,
Like their children, the parents need to feel that

they are doing a good JOb at least in some areas.

The worker- talked with parents gbout develdping their oun abilities -'\
and expand1n° thelr horizens in Lhe community., As a result of these

dlscuselons, several of the In rents went back to school, part time, -

.

Parent participation was encouraged through group meetings at the school.

In the beginninv, attendence at the ITA 1n the fovr prOJecL schoels

vas poor, In some cases, teachcrs 0utnunbered parents at meetings.

Parents told fam:ly workers they did not attend PTA m;etings because

~

they disliked the formality of the lieetings and the businzss programs.




The staff therefore used a new approach to parent meetings which then

became an integral part of the work with parents. The meetings were

conducted informally, over coffee, and were used as an opportunity

for parnnts to meet on a group basis with other parents having similar

roblems with their children. As in the population Hess examined,
PI ; P ;

the authors observed that "in some neighboorhoods,

] »

the pareants have a -

strong need for social contact with other families because they do not
belong to organised groups” The parents in the project schools vere

“found to have no voluntary membershOps! few social contacts and no

- civic involvements.

—,

The parent meetings served to interpret the child'
‘ r

parent and to provide social experiences in which the parent and the

S progress to the

teacher could interact. Since it was difficult for many of the

parénts to attend a meeting without a strong

feeling of security,
family workers made home visits prior to the meetings and often accompanied

the parents to the school. Provision of babysitterssolved additional

problems. Parents detcrmined program content; they wanted to kn ow

what the children were doing in

school, what report cards meant

and what new teaching methods were all about. Demonstrations by

teachers and pupils focused on the child's class activities. In the.
spring, parent programs centered, arourd the suminer vacation and vhat

the parents could do o help their c-ildren be better prepared For the
. =1 .

fall.

e ——y " A -
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Parents played an important part in class field hriés; They were
responsible.for planning many of theierips and arranging transport,

< farpnt p%rticipafion in the field trips was seen by stgff as important
",..because it demonstrated'to the‘children their parents' interest
1ﬁ'gh;ir s;ﬂooling and kave‘the pareqés achancé€ to see how the teacher,
capitalized on inform;l leér;ing opportunitie;."(p.ZZ) When' a child's

father worked at a place that was being visited, every

effort was made to have him serve as guide and teacher for the children.

-

[ 4

N

Thg evaluation of this demonékration effort makes it slear thaé,therstaff
was very successful in raising parent moraIe,.involving them in school
activities,and extablishing new and more positive relatiofns between

parents and tcachérs. However, even this successfﬁl pafégt program

-d;es not generate measurable parent cffects, - &hcomtcomc measures indicated
that the experimental group, which began fhc experiment somevhat more
"disadvantaged" than the control group in that their parents’were_les§
'wellcducated their IQ'scores were significnntly lower and reading :
readiness scores poorer, had caught up to and passed the control group

on IQ and achjevement measures and had sonevhat more positive pictures

of themselves as learners and classtoom citizens. The improvement of
. 1]
s

the experimental group was most evident in children rated jnitially as
"most disadvantaged'; because of the sample selectioaﬂand measurement

procedures, this could not be a regression effect and represents

~.

- —




genuine gains.'(see Tabls 7 A, ﬁ, and C)

The aufhors then utiliz;d the scores 9f tﬁe experimental children

and control children having the same parents in an attempt to
sepa;atc curriculum and enricﬂmené effects £rom the effects of the
program for parents. It was hypothesised that since these children had
had the same teqchers and the same parents, group differences might
logically be attributed to the effécts:of field trips, summer programs
and the offofts'of’volunteers. Ihis analysis indicated that on the
hISC and PPVT neasures. the average soorcs of the control children
went down over time while the average scores of the experimental
;ﬂﬂims went up. Thése results suggest that parent participatiﬁn
efforts in fact haé little 1nflucnge on échiévcmcnt and that messured

achievenent: gains could be attributed to other components of the

program treatment. (sce Table 7D)
CONCLUSIONS A IMPLICATIONS

'Although.parcntal enthusiasm for the compensatory programs and their

part in these efforts is & universal finding, there- is scant evideﬁce
which yvould allew us to conclude that parent participation leads to.
.Aignificant achievenent gains., Indaéd; the Plowésn and_ ILiddle

findings suggest that, in fact, pérent partic}pation and consequent
improved relations between howe and school have little or no'positive.
influence on student achievament. Aclané's reanzlysis of the Ploiden *
dataiﬁould lead us ta expect.thcse findings. Our ewn review (C.E.P.R. . i i

neno to the O0ffice ofAEducation, August 1970) cannot provide exception.




Even though C.E.P.R.'s review of “successful" Title I programs found
that parents do participate in the ovcrwhclmina majoritv of successful
programs* and that paxental involvenent of any kind is conspicuously’

absent in programs wvhich fail to meet*thei: objcctives, all that

S TSR T TR T R

can be said with justification about this firding i that successful

- programs and parcntal'participation apperr to covary together. While
it is tempting to infer that thc participation of parents in some
vay caatributes to the success of the programs, it is perhaps

closer to the truth, as we have suggasted carlier, to say that

the personncl who staff successful .programs are also the personnel who

.
.
- e ceremue ¥ “er
»

workkﬁell'with low income individuals and vho, with or without parent

partteipation, can inplercnt a Succcssiul program. Dr. Alexander Plante,

. Chief of Cumpensatory Education in Connecticut, made‘the same
obsﬁrvation.(conversation with Dr. Plante) 1In his view, only
progtaM'administtators’who are “secure” will not perceive the
involvement eof parents as “threatening". Dr. Plante chmned "security"

as confidence in one's ability a:.d capaci&y to implemnnt a ‘good

. program and rcquisicc to any genuine ctforts to involvc parents,

e The Racine, Wisconsin, Title I Hoxe Reading Longuace Project is
. - 2.
a case in point. In program design, this project looks not unlikﬁ

examples of 'good practice™ we have scen. However, the program did
¥

+

not produce significant gains on standardized tests not significant

participation by parents. An unusually honest program evalvator

-

"% The American Institute of Research and the CGreat Cities studies
report similar findings.

.
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suggested that the prime cause for program failure lay in staff .

attitudes and in staff-home relations:

By and large...the relationship between the heme, parents
é&nd the aide was poor...There scems to be a definite lack
of communication among the personnel in this program

and a_marked lack of cooperation on the part of the
classroom teachers. Many teachers seciwed-to feel

that the HRL program placed too much of a burden

on them and hence, were unwilling to carry out the
prescriptions of the program supervisor.

-

Our review of compénsatory programs, hotwrever, would lead us to
suggest that the conclusions presented by Acland, as well as the

implications of the Institute for Ccmmuﬁity Studieé>report and the

Liddle results, must be viewed as copditionzl. That is, while we concur

with the general thrust of Acland's findin s regarding the contextual
s C §S- reg S

effect of parent participation,ve would suggest that a simple measure

 of level of parent participation in school activities do2s not take

into account content differznce of parent activities or participation

strategies. The Plowden "“Hinimum Programme and the Liddle participaticn

designs, for exanple, were primarily conceraad with rai ing pzrent ‘morale

and inéreasingifrcquency of parent contact with the school. These
participaticn techniques did not, oa the whole, provide parents

with concrete suggestions of ways in which they could contribute

) . . -
~to their child's educational develnpment. This is an important

distinction, The question of the effects

of pareat participation on student achievemsnt might be answered

differently if a finer analysis were made taking into accourt differences

. -

n pregram content,

Q
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Thus, vhile the question of the effectiveness cf a parent participation

strategy remains unresolved, this review makes it clear that the CODuQDL

B —. of the parent program, and the means employe d to reach parents
-maybe critical to the success of this fype of -program and that genezal p

_sErategies de not work. We have seen that it is futile to empley middle

class strategies to reach lower class parents_and sustain thcir
participation. Brunner (1967) has observed tliat parents of low

income students are not ordinarily school oriented. Indeeﬁ's;hools

- appear hostile and threatening to adults who themselves were victims

of the system (Marburger) A number of studies have demonstrated that

- parent participation in school activities or any formal activity, like

the academic achievement of their children, covariés with social class.

- (Correl(cited in Remson), Liddle (1963), Loeb, Pavxnﬂnurst Plowden,

Sexton, tarner, Vrlga;stcne) Parent participation strategies which

-either fa11 to recognloe these secial- clgss dlffererves or rerely

try to overcome them with *wore of the same" are bound to fail.

‘Successful parent p“rtlclpatlon pre°rars have not nerely expanded

existing efforts to roach parents but ha'y initiated new n,asures,

L] - +
such as those we have outlined, aimed specifically at the needs and”’
Anterests of low income parents. Lower class parents, will not risk
- \d
embarassment or financialpenalty to attend formal ‘and irrclevant

school functions such as the PTA, z2fternoon teas, nor will they respond

ERIC .'

- .
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articipation




41

to invitations from the teacher to "drop by sometime".% Parental ’ -
participation will be sustalncd only by programs and agendas which kave
4

immediate and practical import for the parents and vhich are ) -

.

Structured so as to minimize the social and educational distance

between the parents and the school. . . .

»

While lower class barents wvill listen politely to school persoﬁnel

requests for -participation, they respond 1ndecd only to 1nv1tat10ns

issued by other members of the community, whom they trust and,who

.

share many of the saue problems and difficulties. farcntsﬁic

- Haterburj and Hartford Con;ecticut’told us-that the proLIeﬁ of
‘non-response is nocrcolve&‘completcly even by employing ;;Bfessionals
or teache;s of the same ethnic grov .. make home visits or parent

contacts. ‘In the c)es of the comaunity, even they cannot complctcly

-

. undc*stand the problens and fears. Black mothers in Hartford sa id,

further, that black aam1n1°trators and teachers are viewed by the

commu1 t of arents zs "'co -outs" copperating with a system which is
y p P ’ P

. ) dcstroying their children. Dr. Ale>ander Plante has worked c\ten31ve1y

.with black and Puerto Rican groups in Coanectlcuc. He maintains
" that the only vway he has found to reac’ low income parents is to
enlist the cooperation of a small group of parents in similar

% ©

circumstances and lct them devise and impleme = Strategies to contact

* As a parent is Los Angeles said:" After working 48 hours a weel, I4a
not Loing to take t1~c to go to 2 damn tea party. I vhat to know what's
in it for me and vhat’s in it for- my kid."

e . e
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parents and enlist their participation. Community and state depart-

ment of education people in California told essentially the same

<. story: successful parent participation programs are designed and run

by the parents for the parents.% -

- B - - . b -

What would be the anticipated outcomes of parent participation programs

meeting the above criteria? For one, it is our feeling that only in

programs providing parents with specific suggestions for helping

. their child is .one. justified in looking for student achievement gains o

- as a direct result of parent participation. That such effects will

-

bé found, however, for the moment must repain conjecture. We can

conclude with more confidence, however, that effective parent participation

can play an important part in idéhtifyiug and developing indigenous

community leddership.as well as acquainting parents with nev opportunitics

for their own personal developmént. Successful parent participation-

has also been seen to go along way in reducing the misunderstandings

‘and misconcéﬁtioﬁs on both sides of the academic fence. ﬁndoubtedly,
too, the knowledge and information parents ‘gain about the activities

-of their children and about the school, regardless.of program focus

.

or content, allow parents to better understand if not actively

- - _ L] M
*Results of an experirent by Heisler and Crovley. underlinz this

point. The authors examined the effrctiveness of two parent participation

: strategies in reaching parents.

In the first year of a compensatory

prograi, a newsletter vas sent to parent, a serie¢s of teas were held - ,
. at which the parents received information about school procedures. Teachers
vith a social work background served as home-school lizisons in an

attempt to encourage parent participation. Few arents responded and
P SC ¢ i 3

the levcl of parent participation rerzined vnchanzzd from the previous .
: ! p f . 3 p
& steering comaittea

year's virtual non-participatism. The second year
of parents vas added to the program.
program content and assumad totzl ro
The committea parants made telephon
to. every parcnt in the school., F

w
T O
s
ol

onie
arént involvenmaat,

alls, wrota letters and wade
i

as

The committee met every week, outlined
sibility for contacting naxr

e
arance.
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&
at school functions, increzsad two fold ja Lhis second ycar. .
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" ‘and behav1ot.

to worPshOps to train parents to partlc;pate 1nte111gent1y and effectively

) éontribute substanti

43 :

contribute to the schooling of their child. ; -

PARENT TRAINING MOD

-

Parent training programs run the gamut from modest efforts to train the mother

to work more effectively in the home, to paraprofe551ona1 training programs;

in’ school affairs., 'The parent training model subsumes all of the cognitive
and affective objectives articulated by parent patticlpatlon programs but,
addltlon, attempts to effect change in parernit perceptions about themselves,
as the first step twoard change in school related attitudes, aSplratlons
Through skill tralnlng, programs of this model,hope to

increase parental self—confiﬁence, sense of worth and dlonlty and conoecuently

the11 ab111ty to participate in their child's education.

Two svu;ptlon, are important to this'type of program: ohe,,that the

lover class pareat is "trainable" and two, that once trained, can

ally to their children's cognitive growvth, classroon

affairs and/or the conduct of school affairs,

Tﬂere is consistent evidence
in tﬁe literature to support an assumption of "trainability". For -
example, Levenstein (1969) reported success in stimulating cognitive
growth by encouragin change in maternalytgaching st&ie. Over a.
seven month period, a total of 28‘toys and books were demonstrated
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to mothers by home visitors-and left in the home. The purpose of the
toys was ekplained to the mothers and they were shown how to continue
use of theréoys. Mean I.Q. gains of 17 points were found in' the experimental

children after an average of 32 home visits,

L]

Merle Karnes also conducted a program designed to investigate the "“train-

ability" of low income mothers. Karnes and her associates selected as

subjects children between three and four years of age, whose mothers

.

received Aid for Dependent Children. The subjects were divided into

two groups, neither of which was enrolled iﬁ"any kind of .preschool

-program. The mothers of the experimental children were invited to

attend an 11 week,.-2 hous a day training program where they .received in-

struction in teaching their child at home and assembling materials from

4obj§cts_in the home. The mothers were paid at the rate of $1.50/hr

for their participation in the training sessions. Pre and post tests

" with the Pinet and ITPA instruments showed that as teachers, these mothers

achieved Binet I.Q. gains in the.children's post test measures averaging

7.46 points as compared to a .07 gain observed for the control group-

\ .
children, " The ITPA results also. significantly fcvored the. experimentzl
children. . :

An experiment conducted by Earlaleen Badger, as part o f the Karnes
demonstration program, reported similar results. The experimental

and control groups of mothers were matched Zfor educational level

as well as racizal mixture and sex of the target child. The experimental

— -
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mothers were given training similar to that given by Karnes. At the end

of a tuo year‘ period, the infants of the trained mothers attained a

X ~
i

mean I,Q. on the Binet of 105.3 while those children of. the control mothers
averaged 90.6, a difference significant at the p.Y05 level.

SUCCESSFUL PARENTrTRAINING STRATEGIES

. \ .
Dr. Susan Gray's experimental work, conducted at the Demonstration and

Research Center in Early Education (DARCEE), .George Peabody” College
for Teachers, Nashville, provides the most carefully designed and

evaluated parenttraining programs we have encountered.* Because of

N

their thoughtful and exfcnéive &pcuécntation, the bARCEE programs are
WOrtﬁ examining in some detail. ‘They pull togethér in one series of
‘evaluations all the point; of "good practice" we might wish to

illustrate with ‘any number of similar prograﬁs.**\ DARCEE has experimented
bofh with programé designed to (15 hrain mothers tolyork vith the .

child in the home through home visits and (2) train nmothersby means of

a highly structured paraprofessional tfaining,program vhich involves

“parents directly in the classrocm, *%%

*The DARCEE evaluations do not define DARCEE's" sampling procedures. We
learned from Dr. Gray that the only parameters restricting selection for
-the DARCEE demonstradtion projects was Physical and mental health plus
the econoamic guidelines adopted by Head Start., The original Early
Training Project samples were drawn from families in one housing project

" in the inner city whese children had ben seen at thé Well~baby Clinic.
.Dr. Gray reports that the acceptance rate among those parents approached
vas "very high" (c.90%) and that those parents declining usually did ro
because of job requirements. Thus.Dr. Gray does rot feel there is "any
reason to suspect that the DARCEE semple is biased in any way, She feels
that the mothers and children participating in the projects are representative
of their SES group,

*% Of particular interest here a

- Dr, Ira CGorde: in Cainzsville rida i David Veik psiianti, Mjchigan
#%% The £our public s BT : ; 34 ent ’
s t

&
o
training ( as opposed ;-rent p

n -
y do so (con't ne:t)
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*%.con't: by means of paraprofescional training programs.
Indeed, perhaps the greatest single innovation to result from
Title I legislation has been the use of Title I 'monies té initiate
and expand opportunities for paraprofessionals In the schools.
It is important to note, however, that there are several explicit
objectives in the employment and training of paraprofessionals:
creation of jobs' for the poor, relief of professional manpower
shortage, teacher assistance, provisin of a closer link between the
school and the community, provision of more personalised instruction for
the child. There are, in fact, two really quite antithetical programs
implemented under the same rhetorical and legislative umbrella,

<%

Programs of the DARCEE variety take as a goal the training of low

invome individuals 'and emphasize a "consumer as participant" conept,
Such programs are, in Practice, rarely found in Title I projects;

indeed we could locate none to use as illustration, Although -

programs of this genre as closer to the legislative. intent, ' the great
majority of Title I paraprofessional programs are intended

primarily to relieve the classroom téacher of non-teaching responsibilities.
Further, teacher aides recruited for thése programs are usually required
to have at least a high school diplomd--many are college graduates,
Therefore, these programs are screening out the very people who, as

we have seen,- are best able to serve as liaison and interpreter.

The paraprofessionals employed by Title I programs are generally
neither parents noy, in many cases, even membérs of the local

community. While theseprograms thus te?. us little about the

training of parents, specifically, the problems experienced by the
public school para Programs do give insight into the -difficulties
usually experienced by this type of progrem as well as illustrate,

by contrast, why the DARCEE programs seem to be so-successful.

Teacher resistance and hostility plagues the initiation and irplementation
of para programs in the public schools. Objections generally take :hiee_ : -
forms: one, téachers see the hiring of paras as an expenditure of resources

vhich could be yged to raise their.salary levels; tvo, many teachers express

a fear that the "hard-core" individual will be a "bad influence" on

their students; a.third znd most critical concern is that of classroom control,

The great majority of teachers cling to the "professional nystique" and

find the idea of shared responsibility untennble, Teachers see the entrance of

paras in the classroom as undermining their authority and find it difficult to

assume vhat is essentially a.new role, .that of coordinator. Interestingly,

‘these objections appear to fade onne--thiough one means or another-- paras

are installed inka school. 1In fact, surveys noting these experisnces also

Teport that such 'objections arise mainly in school yvet to initiate para programs.

The carcfully designed and sequantial para role present Jin the DARCEE programs

does not exist for the most part in Title I programs. Instead the perceptions

of the teacher and the para as th the role and responsibility of the Paraprofessional
are ofter at variance, This results not only in dissatisfaction on both sidcs

but -also in either underutilizztion or exploitetion cf the para. -Further,

‘despite talk of "carear laddars", the majority of Title I programs dcfine - -

jobs that are deadend. A lack of opportunity to grow plus the fact that most

paras are paid at the minimum vage, with no ccnsideratien given to differential
responsibility or length of service, lead to considerable dissatisfaction

¢n the part of the paréprofessionals. o

(ORI
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There are several points about the DARCEE programs which should be
underlined at the outset., First, the home visitors were carefully
selected not only for expertise in the arca of child development

but also for their démonstrated ability t6 communicate wei1‘§ith ail

social levels, 1In later studies which employed low income mothers
13

as home visitors, the same careful consideration was given to the mothers'

interpersonal skills. Second, nowvhere in the DARCEE programé is a
2

“gropb",gppéoach employed. Each ﬁrogram design explicitly takes_ into

account individual--and family differences and makes every attempt to meet

the parent on her ground and structuré the program to her needs: There
is also recognition given to and accomoﬂation made for the financial,

. physical and emotional demznds typicaily made on this. group of mothefs.
Third, DARCEﬁ's emphasis on "success" aqd immediate feecdback to the
mothers concerning their efforts in the homeor in the classroom is a
"central feéture and has contributed substant;ally to the succeég;of the
DARCEE programs. Further, the DARCEE programs 49 not try to teach ‘the

mother the "right" was to interact with her child, implying that she has

been "wrong'. Fourth, in none of the DARCEE programs are parents given

menial or mindless assignments. Froa the outset the mothers are treated

U R
as '"teachers-in-training" or as mothers having important contributions
: ¥ _ .
to make to their child's develophent. Fifth, "the emphasis- placed on
L
. .

.the parent programs in the overall design is not-seen elsewherc., DARCEE's
efforts to work with parents are considered central, not ooincidental,

to the work with the children. The staff responsible for the parent

programs is not employed in any other capacity--as teacher, social worker
- L 2
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or the like. In‘host comppnsatory proorﬂ“e, Lhe involvenent of parents
[ . .

is secn as just 9nother and uqually peripheral varisble in

the program ées&gn, no more or less important.

. Coe t
| The Home Visitor p;ograms vhich are a part of this general model

‘dlffer from those seen in parent parfici ipation programs in that they

are exp11c1t1y and prlm rily intended to Leach the mother new ways

.

'  of interactlng Nlth her children and now u,os of home and communlty
{ . resources. (ﬁome stltor programs ,in the prGV1ous model weye d9315ned
i o ;o facilitate the exchanze of 1n£ormat10n betweon parent and school
f . . or to prov1de theparent with needed socia 1 services.) Several DARCER

Sew

-dmuonstratlon szJects have utilized Lhc hone via:tor appxoech a2s the privary
means for tralnlng parents. While the spacifics of- the home visitor

.o
programs have varied scmévhat from one project to another, the general

|
. |
" comceptiremain the same. Because it provides longitudinal

ve have chosen to describe the techniques cwr' oyad in the origunial

3

. . |
Ferly Trawn:vv Project (Gray and Klaus 1970), -
. This dempnstration project, which began in 1987, enployhc certificd 7

-
. . -

. "7 "~"black elementary school teochers, vworen in thedr 40’. &nd rcsnccted nambers
: et

of the community, as home visitors. The> nade uecaly home 'visits to each

- mother andchild in the program for tha nine month"auratlou of the progran, '

The mothers 211 lived in the sane housing project and were of similar

SES and ecducational levels. Each target child vas

also enrolled in a

.
.
“
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-utilized to teach the child about color *and sorting; dinner prepatationms

* children were sent home to the parents for their own use with the child.

@

preschool program at the Center. The home visitors kept therothers
informed of activitiésmgt the Center, arranged for-each paremt to
visit the school, meet the staff and observe class activity. Mothers

were’ assisted in planning educational activities for their child that

~

77— e

capitalized on the daily routines in the home and made optimal use of

the mothér's already limited time. For example, laundry dar was

1 .

were used as a time to talk about food, how it grows and so on. The

home visitors concentrated on helping these mothers to "cope",..

‘ . -
that is, more effectively and efficiently manage general houschold

responsibiliéics while still finding time to work-wit? the target
child. As Della Horton (who has been involved with tpe project since
its inception)_put'{t:"now can a mother vorry about playing blocks
with her child when she is also worried ;brut getting doimtown to get

her food stamps.' (conversation with Della Horton} March 17,71971)

x
.
-

Instructional materials used by the teachers and work done by the

The home visitors stressed the impoxtance of parental encouragenient

and jnterest as well as thie positive role the mother was playing in
her child's development. YFron the beginning, the project devoted .
considerable time and energy to the developuent of self-esteen,

self~interest and confidence in the mother, The home visitor also

A%




attempted to keep the parént apprised of loca1°opportunities in

adult education, housing and employn ent. Each home was giéen a
subscription to EBONY, a magazine vhich emphasis;s blacks in the
piofessions. Role playing v:as frequently used by the home visitors to

help the parent develbp confidence in her ability to help her child..

M *
PO §

In a follow-up study at the end of fourth grade; Gray and Klaus .report

that, seven years after the initiation of the Early Training Project,

the eiperimental children remained'significantly superior to the control
children on 1.Q. tests,(sce Table 8) On standaxd measuresiof langusge
and achicvement, the experimental children were still outpexrforming

the ébntrol children although the diffcrcnqes were no longer significant.

It was in this original study that "wertical 2:fussion" effects were
noted. That is, the younger siblings vho had received no pceschool
treatment appeared to be brighter and more responsive than.other

X éh{ldren of the same age in the neighbo}hood or than their older -
sibling, the terget child, had been at.that age. Standardized

tests of'mental ability confimmed this imp;cssion. A sccond étudy
was undertaken-to test the hypothesis that the effects of a mother's
training will be reflected in the perfgrmance of.he; younger cheldren,

The second DARCEE training strategy, the Mother's Training Program,

* was developed for use in that study.

The DARCEE Mother's Training Progran QiIP) represeats one of the

W e de e b N TR - e o




51

most éffeétive paraprofessional training programs -encountczsed in the
literature. The MTP origin*lly aimed at cﬁwn ging the nature and the
qualily of the mother-child interactions by £urnish1ng the mother with
skills and resources she could use to stimulate her chi}d. The mothers
were taught through direct involvement in DARCéE classroom activities.
They were paid for the time they spent in the ﬁrogram and cooperative

babysittiug arrangements were made. The program was composed of a

"sequential process of°skill development and moved ‘the mothers,at their

om individual pace from supervised and directcd activities at the
Center to classroom involvement to actual respons$bility for

class activities.(see Miller 1969) In addition to training at

~ the Center, a teacher met veekly with the mother at home to. encourage

use of ker newly acquirced shills, GCroup meetings were held by and for
the wothers in the program so that they could share their successes

end problems with other mothers. The MTP, 1like the home visitor

" programs, stressed imncdiate fee@back and a "success orientation"..,

"indieqtiug te the mother that she was a compatent person." Hiller,p,22)

The second DARCEE study, for which the NIP was designed, tested for
vertical diffusion effects. The subjects, who were the younger szb11n¢s
o? the DARCEE preschool children, were divided into four groups:

1. children \hosc'nothers wvere #4nvolled inthe MTP

2, childrea vhose notheks were involved throu*h homa
visits only

3. children whose mothers were not 1nvolvcd in the
DARCEE program in any way

-
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4. a distal control group of chzldren of the
same—SES, raze and age characteristics and who
were exposed to no interveation treatment .

Two’ separate analyses were made of the resulting data. (sec Gilmer 07;3}
Groups 1 and 2 vere compared to Groupsr3 and 4. Then Group 1 was
compared ‘to Group g'and Croup 3 to Group 4. On all measures, groups

1 iﬁd 2 were fsund to be signifiiizfiz superior to groups 3 and 4,

No significa;t diéferences were seen between group 1 and 2 or

between group 3 and 4. (See Table 9) Gilmer alzo notes that the
absence ratio for the ta%gct.children of.mothers in Group 3 was
almost twice that of tagset child1cu of group 1 and 2 mothexs. Gilmer
conclﬁdcd that "from thesc results, the effectxvcncss of intervention
programs in stlmulatxng younger children is aLtribuLable to the

variable of maternal involvement {rather than older sibling involveme rL)"(p

In addition, both DARCEE (Miller 1969) and Gomdon(1969) note’vhnt they

have called "norizontal diffusion” effects of mothers® training. Mothexs

involved in the parent training programs appear to be commuwxcat:ng '
vhat they have laxned to their neighbors and thereby inf]uencing
neighborhood materanal teaching syltes. Children in-themimmediateA
neighboohood of MIP mothers appear to be dcvelopzno at a faster rate

than children in liLe neighboorhoods lacking MTP parents.. Thus the

e

" %Similar flndlngs are reported by Ira Gordon (19569)

4
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_ of her younger ch11dre1 and even children liwing nearby (Gilmer 1979)

~ Another result of the MTP,unzxpected at the outset by progren designers,

effects of mothers' training are thoughtto be seen not only: "vertically"--

in the develcpment of their younger children -- but also "horizontally --

in the children of mothers in their immediate neighborhood and social

group.

Gﬂ{méf, Miller and'Gra}({ng):point to. the economic implicatiOnsb-;

The DARCEE home visitor program costs,approxinately $400 per mother.
DARCEE preschool prograns run around $1500 per child per year. (E1gares
Supplled by Dr. Gray) I; other words, these data suggest that mothers
can be trained to become "educational change agents"(DARCEE's term)

fo; a little more than a éuarter ;f the cost of enrélling her child

in a preschool intersention provram. Furtheé, the effects of this
training appear not only to sustain thg achievament of the target

child (Gra& and klaué 1970) but also stimulate the cognitive growth

|
. ) |

also has important economic and educational implications for the families.
Miller (1969) examined the effecct of the DARCEE trectment on the life

étyles of' the mothers., All of the mothers vere employed zs damestips

vhen the project began. By 1969, over 50% of these :others had gone

I

.on to finish high school or had vnxolled in vocational training -

o iy

courses. Almost a fourth of the mothers completed courses in nurses
training; those vho took no further training returned to full-time :

motherhoed. Tuo of the nothers whq wox functloually illiterate have



X learned to read. The involverment of the mothers in community affairs

has also increased. Several mothers are serving on church boards for

‘the first time; ony is working on the Metropolitan Action Council

elections; two mothers have served as- representatives on the Head

Start Council. Social comaunications between parents and other members .

seenr to increase. A pareat organization, initiated

of the cormunity were

by the MIP mothers, draws the whole corsrunity into social contact.

Further;one of the greatest problems encountered by those evaluating

the program was retent%on of the group in the hoﬁsing projéct. As a
result of inv;ivementrfn the progr;m, parénts have started savings -
accounts and have becOmg interested in buying houses outside the central
. city.* Although a;other formal evaluation of these "spin-off" effects has
not been undertaken by DARCEE, bella Horton ‘told us that similar
and éven more imp}essiéé chéugcs in‘the’live? of mo;her; (as well as
- 2 number ofrfathers)'have been seen foléowihé participation in
DARCEE tfaining prograﬁ:' It is her feeling that the sense of
: compenteancy .and pride that is developed in_tﬁe mothaf #hrongh

wrticipation in a traininz program gives her courace and initiative
P p 3 prog S

to seek changes and new involvements in many areas of her life.

T

* Badger(1970) also reports that patticipation in a-training progranm

( discussed previously) had” a positive influcnce on the wothers' -

lives:"...(the mothers) have chenzed their lives f-om hopzlessnass - .
- asd helplessnass...a2s a groug, they are preseatly alive with enthusiasn } :
* to change their lives and the lives of their children." Since participating

in the program, nine of the methers have becoxme leaders’ in community

activities; five have taken jobs as paraprofessiourl reachers and one

has been prowoted to the position of head teachor in a Head Start Ckass.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . _




- Gilmer's conclusions about the effcctivehess of the home visitor

55

.

The new initiative, self-confidence and willingness to be involved

shown by these mothers sheéuld, if Hess and Sheinfeld are correct,

also have ‘an influence of the most fundamental and positive kind

on the educability and educational perfbrmaﬂce'of their children,

-
3

.programs as 2 method of prerenting the dissolution of trezatment

effects over time and the further cconcmy of this design in view

-

-

-of the '"vertical diffusion" effects prompted - another DARCEE

-
»

study of home visitor programs with an emphasis on cost effectiveness.

n

Barbrack(l??O) dcscribeé this study in which-the effects of
variation in exéense and profcésional t;aining vere cxamined.

The study involved comparisions between three DARCEE ho@e visiting
proglams,'TlsTZ and T3, The data for groups Tl and T2

were drawn from prevrious DARCEE studies (Gilme;, Gray and Miller,

" Barbrack and Horion). Ten preschool children and their families

vere recruited to cowprise T3. At the end of the study, a comparison
group was selected vhich was similar in age, race and status characterisics
to the experimental children. ‘This group was designated Té.

The study from vhich the Tl group vwas draim ran over 1§ moaths

- . " - 1}
and was steffed by a professionally trained and experienced teacher.
It cost approximately $440/child. The families in T2 were visited

by home visitors who did not have previous teaching experience but

warz four mothers invelved in the earlier training study (T1). A

R
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professionally trained teacher supervised the home visitors. Im-

plementation}of this program cost about $300/child. At the end of this
second study, four of the treatment group moth;rs were sechted and f
‘traiined to act as home visitors in the next home visitgr pngfam,T3;
The families in T3 were visited by these four mothers, vho vere trained
and supervised by the hoyc Qisitors from the‘pycvious T2 study. The
efforts of the home visitor supexvisors were guided by a professional
tedcher, eXperiepced in implementing home visits and traiﬁing home

visiters. The vost of this program‘is approximately $225/child.

) -

-t

Dataon general intelligence, concept develobﬁent and maternal
teaching sytle were analysed to detzrmine the: effects of .the home
visits on” the child and on the mother as well as to compare the different

treatment effects. Inspection of this data reveals little to

-

distinguish betwecn the treatment groups T1,T2 and T3. (see Table 10 A,B,C, &D)

Results of the PPVT, the matching subtest, concept measur2s and the

Maternal Teaching Style instrument indicate that T3 was the most cost-~
effective treatment. Barbrack reports that this finding was somewhat

unexpected since the T3 project tias staffed entirely by'paraprofessionals.
. Oa the other hand, the premise that paraprofessionals
‘are better at relating to and dealing with low income
pcople, togsther with the fact that this project
: ©  was the most recent and presumably the best that DARCEE
had offered tend to explain and support this supariority.
In any case, none of the other groups was superior to T3
and 'since T3 was the least expeasive projact to implerent,
it appears that from a-ccst/benefit vantage point to have
been the nost effective. (p.33)
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The FLIKT, MICHIGAK, SCHOOL AND EOME PROGRAMI is run on a more modest
scale than the DARCEE programs but reports the same virtuejof
5 _ 7

cognitive gain and economy + The FLINT SCHOOL AXD HOME PROGRAM

-

is a low key parent training program designed to involve parents,
by mears of home visitors, in the daily reading and study habits of
their elementary school children. This program is notable in-that 1) it

avoids the "welfaré approach" seen in so many public school home visit

programs’ and (@) that it occupied a small portion of staff

time. The progcam proceeded on the premise that

-+ (parent) attitudes greatly influence those of their
children and that unless they were aware of these
values, (parests) could not set the kind of example
that would bring about desirable attitudes and -
habits toward school work.
The parent home visit program was the onlyAtiéatment to which parents
and children were exposed...the children continued in their regular
school classroom routines.
Parents were employed by the Flint public schools as home visitors.
They ‘were so successful in enlisting participation in the SCHOOL A&D
HOEE  program that the final degree of parent involvement was .
’
much higher - than anticipated by program plamiers. At the outset
. of the program, teachers met with the parents to explain the obiectives
+ 4 .
-'of the program and the participation expected from the parents, The
parents were asked to do such things as provide a quiet place in the

home for the child to work, encourage. regular eating and sleeping

habits, read to their children and lieten to them read as vell as

R At S — e ¢
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read themselves, in the presense of the child, ?to show that reading
is important to the parents." Materials vere given-to parenfs to help
with home study : a chiid's dictionary (in which the parent was
encouraged to write the child's name), a file box for word cards and
multi~ 1cve1 reading materials. The mothersmade readlng booklets . for
the children by cuttlng up primary 1eve1 reading textbooks no longer
used by the school Dr. Smith, program admﬁnistrator and designer,
reports that the Ychildren were aware of their mother's patticipation
and this stimulated additional ietegest and intetaction on the part of
the children andparents."” At the end of the spring semester, parents
vere given sug gcstlons for the continuation of progran act1v1L1es into

the symmer months.

- i

4
The program was evaluated by means 3£ tvo control groups, composecd of
children from other Flint public elementary school?and vho represented
By

SES and other background characteristics similar to the experlmental

-

——
¢hildren.  The Gates Revised Reading Test was used as pre and post

test measure. Children in the two experimental groups showed overall

geins of 5.4 months during the 5 month-period between tests. Children
.6 ; :

in the control groeps showved overall gains »% 2.7 wwonths for this
peribd. (See éables ll’and712.) One questionnaire was sant: to each
familyin the experimental schools. to assess parcnt oéinion about

the SCHOOL AND HOME program. Parents indicated they felt the program
‘had helped their childrev with.their school work and that theyrwould

" like to have the program ccntinued. They 2lso indicated thsat their

involvement bﬂd been very helpful to them in iﬂprov;nc their acadenmic
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skills as well. Teachers responded that they observed inprovement
in the child's vork habits and attitudes toward the schcol. The
HOME AND SCHOOL progranm also illustrates that the involvement of

parents in this way does not ‘have to be expensive...the total per

pupil coat was $3.50.

A third type of parent training program--traiﬁing for participation--

was_implemented with Title I monies in Los Angeles.” THE COMMUNITY AND STAFF

'

DEVELOPMENT SUMMER PROGRAM (Phase I) was planned jointly by members

of the Los Angeles City School Districts’ Title I Citizen's Advisory

Committee and District staff. The overall objective of the

progeam was the "deveclopment of an effective ﬁwo-way system

of communication through a strong in-service training program."(p.4)

. As one Citizen Advisory Committee member said: " People cannot
fadvisc intelligently if they don't know what the;'re advising about",
The specific godls of the program were:

--to merge parents and staff into a cohesive vnit that

would be more knowledgable in the development end implementation
of coipensatory education programs for the educationally
deprived child

to increase the knowledge and skills of parents and staff in
developing, financing, implementing and evaluating all
compensatory education programs

N * ¢ .
--to develop an avareness and understanding of the pupils
and community which the professional staff serves, thus
enabling them to be nore effectlve in thelr tcachlng.

%* In addition to the program evaluaticn, our comments concerning this
progran are based on a2 synthesis of conversations with community lesders,
parents and Title I staff in Los Anzeles. The community members with
"whom we spoke represented a cross-section of leaders and parents

in the black and the broun commanltles.(&prll 5&6, 1971)




Tne program consisted of twenty-one two week workshops in vhich more
than 4,000 banticipents were registureq, 1800 of whecir were parents.
Participants inciuded parent members of the Title I School‘Advisory
Comm:tteee, District Crtlzen s Advisory Committee members and both

certlflcated and non-certificated personnel from Title I schools.

.

-Parents and staff j01nt1y attended workshops which were planned to

give partlclpants knowledge and SklllS ln Lhe areas of human relations
and school budgeting as well as familiarity with the philosophyr

of compensatory education, guidelines fer Title I, the role and
organization of the Jocal school advisory cenmittees and the organization
of the Los Angeles City Unified School.Distfict. Morning, afternoon

and evening sessions were heid to accomodate the varying job

scheénles of participants.

The workshOp sessions were planned to include large group asoemblles
with- speakers, fllms and recordlnos and small groups composcd both ofl
parents and staff working together under the guidance of a school
staff workshop leader and a co-leader from the IOCal coanunity. - The
small group discussions were structured by discussion topics, group
reports, assiguned reading and group prOJec;s. Translators and

‘s

Spanish speaking small groups were employed in largely Mexican-

"American East Los Angeles, A1l worksl'op participants, professionals

-a

and non-professicnals alike, recelved a stipend of $q.60/hr. for a

maxiwum of 30 hours, ( This was considered to bz a fee an fexport"
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"at a11 In addition, all of the program staff (i.e. the regular

*ppril 5, 1971

would rcccive;projcct staff thus hoped to underline the active role
they hoped community members would take in the workbhop sessions
as "experts" about their comnunity and children,) Evaluators

report that one of the notable feat"reg of the two wctk wozkbhop

.

was the high atteudence throughout. lhe stlpend to parents facilitated

-

their part1c1pat10n. A number of parents commented that, without

-

, the stlpend they would not have been able to attend as regularly if

Title I staff members, the community'staff, the assistant directors
and tha'director} were paid equally "reflecting the desire of the
program leaders to recognise the contributions that would be made

to the project by the involvement of community leaders working with

certificated staff " . ) e

Both the program evaluation and the conments of community members

reflect the high degree of success and coutlnuln0 impact achleved by this

two veek summer prograﬁ. Phillip Jordan, ZOne B Tltle 1 Coordinator,

told us that "Phase I is the most 51gn1£1cant thing that has ever happened

w)-

"in the Los Angeles School District," W1111am.Fcrrel, projcct dircctox,

views the participation of the conmunity in all phases of the programe--

from advance Piipning thouOh 1mplement“t10n-- as Lbe fost clgulflcant
\ ]

factor in the proaram success. (conversation with Williain Ferrel)® The
involvement of community leaders in this capacity made the wirole effort

"bellevable" to the community at large. The parents with vhom we spoke *

.
O —r—— ———
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were unanimous in their ﬁraisg for the progran. They viewed Phase I
as alleviating what théy called the "99 ignora&gﬁ.gap" and the
"Mississippi mentality" which prevented or sabotaged their involve- '
ment in’the past: Chairmen of tﬁe Citizen Aévisory Committees told us
that as a fesult of Phase I, parents who were nevcr.bcfore active in
schooi oxr community affairs have Becoﬁe involxed not only in Title I
programs £ut also in other areas of comnunity concern. The Chairmen
felF that'iaQareness of their rights apa responsibilities motivated
. 'the parents to participate through established channels. They .
observed that parents are visiting the schﬁols_andftheir childreg's
teachers and attending meetings,for the firsg time...th;t they

have begun ‘to perceive their role as "parent” in a ncw light.

"People are animated, angry, emotionally involved and thiﬁking."

Title I staff %nd‘community members were in‘égrecment, too, concerning
the effects thaL the new awarcness and participation generated by
Phase I seem to be hav:vg on the schools. It was reporteérthat .
_stafflng‘patterns have begun to change. 1In one school, change )
vas achieved through a direct confroatation, but in all other cases,

it seems to have come about through a "change in climate". That is;,
.administrators "and teachers who did not feel cmnfortéble with the new

level of .community 1nvolvenenu and the conconmi tarit increased "accountability"

s1mp1y left. We were also told tha‘ the budgets submitted for the

FY 72 Title I programs reflect changes-in resource allocation directly
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attributable to active parent participation on the Citizen Advisory

Councils and the knowledge they gained about budgeting in the
Phase I program. The new bidgets reflect a shift avay from expenditure
on equipment to a greater allocat._.a of monies for direct services to

the child, especizlly more teachers. We learned that one area committee

had been able to ﬁromote change in the curriculum in mid-year, increasing

- the amount of individual attention thc;: children we:e receiving.

It -remains to be seen vhether or not these changes in the schools,
which the parents see as a move towayd a more "relevant" education
for their cﬁildfén, will result in improved cognitive grouwth, *

It was our observation, however, that the ef:ec£§ of the Phase I program

on parent. morale, pride, sense of effectiveness and responsibility
was positive, powverful and unmistakable. Program evaluations
submitted both by outside evaluators and program pafticipauts

concur that Phase I met its original objective;

The strong positive response of teachers, administrators
and residents to the program indicates plainly that conmunication
between the "users" of the schools and ‘the "suppliers' )
of education--hovever difficulte-is not impossible; it has
been shown that communication can be achieved., The people
of the community are interested in vhat is happ~aing to their
- children and nost important they are willing to work for their
schools and to apply their direct understanding of local
problems to direct solutions vherever possible.

* At the time of our visit to Los Angeles, the project staff was
completing plarning for Phase 11, workshops of similar size, structure
and design to be run this surmer. These workshons will not address

the issue of training Ffor participation but rather will provide training
for parents specific to the e2ucational peads of their children-- what

el

" can the parent do in the home to help their child with school work. 4 -

sound evaluation of Phase II outccnes and effrtts on parents and children
should allo:r us tc begin to answer Guestic.s,such as those ralsed in ous
discussior’.of parent participation programs, which we simply. canndt answer

now for lack of gara. -

¥




CONCLUSIONS AND THPLICATIONS o T

Just as in patent pattiéipation prograns, ptogfgm Structure and
coritent as well as the means émployed to recach p“tcnts and maintain
a high level of parent involvemnt‘m the progran are central t

the success of parent training programs. Parent training

Jprograms, like parent participation programs, must be designed

with the special needs, problems and insccuritics of the °

low income parent clearly in mind, The effccts of parent
training programs on parents parallel those seen in participation

Programs, but appear more ﬁnpxessively and consistently,

Further, we have secen that parent training of even a modest

sort (n b. Fiint program) can be said to positiv

effect the cognitive developnment of childrens- both: the target

youngsters and the younger siblings, Of the two parent models,

then, parent training appears to combine most successfully all

the virtucs of cconomy and attainment of congitive ang affective

objectives for both parents and children, ’

ely and significantly

[
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PAéT I CONCLUSIONS

Our review of compensatery efforts suggests that éuite beyond the
differences we haye outlined jin program typas«, éhere)are tiro quite
disﬁarqte philosophies and organizational styles operant under éﬂe
umbrella of parent invéive&ent. One views parents as passive, as
"tecipién;s" ofprogram services and cfforts. -The other conceives

of parents as active "participants" in the overall program strategy.

. The great'majority og'gompensatory programs, espccially Titie I,
subscribe to the, first formulation oé parent vole. Gordon has |
observed that we do to the poor and for the poor but rarely with the
pobr. Most compensatory programs, by their very design, lock the parent
into the role of "recipignt“ and preclude the involvement ?f parents

at any significaat level in progran operation ;r in the process of
.education, With the possible exception of the Los Angeles Phase I
program we have seen no real effort on the,pa;t of Title I programs‘to '
_ understand what poor parents what for their childran, to act on 7
suggestions vhich might rodify the school structure or curriculua

to mect comunity needs or to involve parents in the education of

their children, It ié not pulikeiy that a wajor reaoon underlying the
Success cxperienced by the DARCEE p;ograag and the Loé Angeles- workshops
is the g;gligig'recognitiou given to the éontributions low incene
parents can make to the education of theig childreﬁ. Indecd, across
program typ:s; it is the counception ;f parents as activé(gerses passive

parts of program strategy which separatés successful parent programs from

¥ 4 * -
those which fail to meet their objactives. - -

o arreen g k




Underlying these dissimilar perccptions of pavent rolc are

disparate noticns about the pérental inadequacies which are supposed
to contribute to a chilq's academic failure. The vast majority of
7the efforts directed at parents arc coﬁstructcd cn the premise that parent
- "deficits" ife in the area of ;alucs and attitud:s ab;ut and interest in
education and the school. Proceeding on this premise, programs are thus

. designed to increase parent exposure to the school and school personnel in
"an ;ttcmpt fio rresgcializc" the parent..’Such attempts at“p?rsuasionf
to use the Ploéden term, are casentially nothing more than public relations
efforts which f@}l to address what we would argue are the real parent

deficits in knowledge and information. We would sugyest that it is precisely

- - wovmses

this misidentification of parental deficiencies ( values v. knouwledge) which
explains in large part thé lack of measured effect of parent participation
on student achievenent (n.b. Acl&nd, Liddle and Plowden) While these :
progranis may succesd in fostering good parent-school relationships,
- théy do nothing to engage the parent in the education of the child and thus

leave the situation of the child essentially unchanged. . :

Thé peint is that for the.o;crwhalming mijo?ity of lewr income parents

. X
attitudes and valueg akout education ave not the problem. Poor parents
care very much gbout cdﬁcation vhich, rightly or wrgngly,vihey see as
the "Snly way out": they don't know what'ao.gg to help their child or to

expedite their aspirations for him.,” As Peutsch suggests:

Though, rrany parents will share in the larger value system of

. having high educaticnal aspirations for their children, they
arc unaware of theoperstionai steps required for the preparation
ofA the child to use optirally the learning epportunities of
the school. (1963, p. 168)
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The fact one encounters again and again in evaluations of successiul -

pamnt programs, and in coaversations with conznunity people is that

parents are eager to learn vhat they can do to help their child succeed in school

and to make ‘his expcrlences in bChOOl dlfferent fron tlieirs., And that

if given the means to do se¢, they will carry out the suygestions and

reSpon31b111t1es they are given, often at con31de1 *ble personal sacrifice,

,Con31der, for example, those parent participation programs vwhich do

. appear to be having some effects on the academic achievement of children.

While they, toom have taken 'change in parent “Ltltudes and values relatlng
to the school as a primary objective, théy have also given parents concfete,
operational suggesticns about what thef could.db to help éheir child.,

Ve are no' suggesting that parent 1nvolvement progr“rs shonld be

as elaborate or as expenglve as those desloned by DHRCPE It regquires

.only a shift in focus frem values to 1nfornat10n to glve parents the tools

and ckills with whiéh to p“rt1c1pate in the oducatlon of their ch11d
When such progran content is l“ckan, hO‘ever, one is mistaken to 100 for

an effect of parent involvement on student achieverent. - .

Vhen this thift in progran focus is made, the most iwpressive, significant

and possibly the most enduring outcomes of parent prograws appear---changes

3
in parent lifestyles. Although, as our review of the 11tcra'u1e vould

Suggest, thesc vaiiables are aL the very heart of achlevevvnt differences
between lower and wmiddle class children, these "spin-off" effects arve

for the most part ignored in evaluatioiis- of compensatory projects, The

'doslre to holp pror children his res tlted in o flurry of ad hoc . :
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-

brégram designs which do not contain any systematic provisions for. :
evaluation. Admittedly, the probléem of what to measére is difficult.
If a program is aimed primarily at the.pareaF or if a parent progran
is a cémponcnt of a coﬁpensatory effort, vhat are the.real criteria

of measurement? When é significant amouﬁt of ﬁonies are being spent
on parent invovlement, does onc want to limit.evaluations to student
achievemcnt‘ﬁeasures? We would suggest that axequally germanguﬁéééﬁre
of successful parent pPrograms would examine changes in the parents
themselves. Parent training prog rais an number of parent
participation,progr;ms have accomplished what mny Manpover
DéchOpment Training Act programs have failed to do. 'They havé

given parents é sense of-competence and confidence vhich has

encouraged them to seek new jobs, new community contacts and invalvements'

-

. and more education., Involvenent in compensztory efforts has been

catalytlc in the development of indigenous coamunlty leadership
which has wo;ked,for and achieved changa in all areas of

comnunity life. At a time whenrghetoric about self-help is to -
be found in every piece of social légisiaticn and vhen the nation's

leader is asking that ciununity residents assume the responsibility

of working within the system, a most proaising and potentially

L]
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SUGGESTIOXS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The d1ff1cu1t1es in evalvating cempensatory education projects are ~

enormous ; pcrhaps the mosg_dzfx1cu1t problem is to iéolgtc specific -compepsatory

treatment effects. Given the many environmental factors wvhich can
influerce educaticnal programs, it is hard to' set up a rigourously

controlled experiment. Hovever, the very vastness of Title I

.

offers opportunity to systematically investigate some of the questions

raised in this papér, both for research and theory-and for social action.

v

'Research and Theory

-

Fér exanplé, as ve indicated earlijer, parcnt-lnvolvenent is far from
"fact" in the great majority of Title I programs. The more striagent
federal and state ould‘_lmcs regarding parcnt involvement vhich are
currenLly b;1ng issued might ‘ell create a ;1tuat1on vhich uould;ﬁablc
us to- g0 abit fur;her toward answering qnest1ens about the efficacy
of parent involvcment or-different progrzam strategies.r We have suéggstcd
that parent participation program§,are typicaliy fourd in "successf;l"
Title I programs not because they cont;1butc to program success but

rather bccause of steff character1st1cs that lead bcth to program
success and parent 1nvolvem?nt. If this is true, it is likgly that

the same charécteristics and aftitudes ﬁbuld not bé present in
Title I programs that init fated parent involvement qtreteg1cs only
in response to staté or faderal pressures. It should be possible to lqéate

a number of Title I programs which, uatil the curreat F.Y., have not

been especially successiul in meeting progran objectives and

P

e ek werms
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‘between advantaged and disadvantaged students?
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" compare program outcome measures following the initiation of parent

programs to measures of previous performance. Assuming that the

curriculum and staff remsained relatively constant across our

sample, we would not expect to find significant improvement

in program outcome vhich could be attributed to the

new parent programs,
. 5

1 - '

Also, a longitudional study involving two groups of successful progects,

one of which employc usual parent pavt3c1pat10n strategies and the other

of which attempts to provide parents with skills and information as
part of their participation program, might help us to answer two

questions: one, are parent programs vhich use participation

programs to provide parents with operational suggestions more successful
than programs wh:ch employ usual part1c1pat10n strategies and two,

do the former program strategies inhibit the dissolution ofprogram

effects over timé? Do programs which give patents scme form of . .

.

ppérational information appear to go farther toward closing the gap'

Questions fer Shcizl Action _ ) .

The. impressive successes experienced by the pre-school home visitor

N 1
programs suggest that an explorztory study to indestigate the applicability
of home visitor techniques to an clementary populatlon would be'

valuable. As we noted, home visitor at the elementery level have

“been desijned primarily to provide social services for the families

R W o A v ke
; b P -
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or- to give and collect:information-about the child, The economic end
educational benefits of a hone visitor program_directed at teach;ng
the mother hays in vhich she can vork with her child have been well-
documented and- outlined by the DARCEE reports, Further home visitor

l
programs are able to c1rcumvent the problems 1nvolved in bringing the

pdrents to the.school as well as, potentially, reach every parent _whose
child is involved'in the program. The questlon to which sucn a study
should address itself would be whether low income 1nu1v1duals can be
trained in the kind of skills and/or equlpped with the sort of tools
appropriate to the activities of an elementary age child. Thls is
quite a dlfferent problem from the concept and discrimination learnlng
undertaken by preschool programs. However,‘it is easy to imagine
activities such as those undertaken by the El Rancho pregram being
translated into effective home visiting materials. - Home visiting
pronrems, staffed by parents; in addition to v1rtues of economy,

also address the 1nportant‘1ssues of "powerlessness" and "maternal

teaching style" Which are raised by the literature by ignored by

most parent programs. S .

.
(]

An alternative formulation of this concept would sugéest the initiation

of urban horkshops and training centers based on the sequential training
model developed in the DARCEE cost~effectiveness study (Barbrack 1970).

The DARCEE outcomes demonstrate the effectiveness of conmunlty

Liembers 4s "trainers" and as "teachbrs", the Los Angeles experience,too,

testifies to the capability of comnunity members to function as i

educators and administrators. Following the DARCER design, the

.

proposed center would at the outset be staffed both by experience

-




Y
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. community people and professionals. As an increasing number of parents

or coumunity people become trained in home visiting or classroom
presentation t-zchniques, the entire operation of thé center -

. ) o, ..
could be turned over the community and run by a cadre of paraprofassionals.
LN . o

The center would aim not only at training paraprofessionals but. also

operate .to assist parents who wish information as to how they can

best help their child as he proceeds through school. Our review suggests

not only that this.is the sort of help low-income parents want and
o H . R

“néed but also that, given some assistance from professionals at the

outset, this sort of aid and information is most effectively and

economically provided by parents for parents.

L i
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